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children in Transylvania attend Hungarian 
sections, and less 35 percent attend Hun
garian sections in the high schools in gen
eral. The percentages are shrinking year by 
year. On the university level the number of 
Hungarian students expanded only 20 per
cent in the last 15 years as compared to 
about 200 percent for Romanians. 

Hungarian bilingual signs are unknown 
outside of the three counties of t he 
"Szekely area" and even there they are 
sparse. Despite the constitutional guarantee 
of the use of the mother tongue in official 
correspondence and contacts, no such opp?r
tunities exist except in the purely Hunganan 
villages. Many of the towns and cities with 
Hungarian majority or substantial Hungar
ian majority or substantial Hungarian mi
norities have mayors who do not speak Hun
garian. The once flourishing Hungarian the
aters are also merged with Romanian ones 
except in Cluj (Kolozsvar) and Sfintu 
Gheorghe (Sepsiszentgyorgy). 

The situation could be described in sim
ilar terms of systematic and forced retrench
ment of any Hungarian culture in other 
fields. The history of the province has been 
falsified not only according to Marxist
Leninist dogma, but sometime in contraven
tion of it in the spirit of Romanian chauvi
nism. Most of the Hungarian history of the 
province is completely ignored, the few in
stances quoted are completely distorted to 
stress "Romanian contribution." The ques
tionable "Daco-Romanian theory" has be
come a matter of creed which Hungarians 
have to parrot admitting that the Roman
ians and not they were the autochtonous 
population despite their incredence of the 
theory. 

The newest assault on the Hungarians is 
the systematic plan to dilute the last Hun
garian bloc of about 750,000 in southeast 
Transylvania. Ending economic neglect the 
area is now being industrialized. But the 
workers brough in are not from the neigh
boring' villages but from the Romanian 
parts of Transylvania and often from out
side Transylvania. The plan has not yet suc
ceeded in its objectives but the gleichschal
tung has already begun in the Szekely area 
toward the permanent local minority status 
of the Hungarians. 

Atrocities also occur. A professor in the 
lycee at Brasov was either killed or driven 
to suicide in 1977 for opposing the abolition 
of the Hungarian section in his school 
(Szikszay). Arrests and persecutions are not 
uncommon and the leading dissenter, former 
member of the Communist Party's presid
ium, Karoly Kiraly, was severely harrassed 
upon publically criticizing the policies to
ward the nationalities in 1978. 
THE INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL ISSUE OF 

OPPRESSION IN ROMANIA 

The KirAly letters which were also pub
lished in the West were not the only sign of 

resistance of the Hungarian leadership in 
Transylvania. Former Rector of the BOiyai 
University, Professor Lajos Takacs formulated 
the demands of the minority within the 
framework of Communist ideological prin
cipals but fearlessly as far as Romanian 
chauvinism is concerned. Memorandum was 
sent by 63 Hungarian intellectuals in 
Transylvania to their Romanian colleagues 
asking for improvements and the leading 
Hungarian writer Andras Stito also addressed 
an appeal to the party organs. 

The Western press, especially since the 
Kiraly letters, is also taking note of the con
tinued persecution of the Hungarian minor
ity. Articles were published in leading Amer
ican, British, Swedish and German newspa
pers and magazines in the period of 1977-
1979. 

The American Hungarian Federation has 
addressed the problem ever since 1963 to the 
members of Congress and the Administration. 
We are not against the principle of foreign 
trade, nor against the principle of most 
favored. nations treatment to Romania. But 
in our opinion, granting the concessions 
rewards a country where human rights vio
lations are daily occurring against all citi
zens, where free emigration does not exist 
and where the autochtonous Hungarian mi
nority of 2.5 million is cruelly oppressed. We 
do not believe that Congress should renew 
the most favored nR.tions treatment of Ro
mania at this time until guarantees for im
provements have not been received by the 
President and Congress that the provisions of 
the Helsinki Agreement on human rights will 
be observed and the national minorities as
sured the rights they enjoy under the Hel
sinki Agreement and the International Cove
nant on Political Rights.e 

YE OF LITTLE FAITH 

HON. STEVEN D. SYMMS 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 27, 1iJ79 

• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, the July 
22, 1979, Idaho Statesman contains an 
editorial commenting on President Car
ter's order imposing temperature regu
lations on heating and cooling of non
residential buildings. I feel that the 
Statesman editorial makes some very 
good points. 

Further, I strongly suspect that the 
energy savings-specifically oil-result
ing from these regulations will be mini-

mal. One gets the feeling that the real 
reason for the regs is to create a public 
psychology of "crisis." 

The editorial reads as follows: 
YE O.i" LITTLE FAITH 

The Department of Energy's program to 
enforce restrictions on heating and cooling 
non-residential buildings in an affront to 
the American people and a waste of money. 

The department has announced that Idaho 
might receive approximately $52 ,000 to en
force the regulations, which requil:e all non
reSidential buildings to be cooled no lower 
than 78 degrees in summer and heated no 
higher than 65 degrees in winter. The money 
would be used by the state to monitor com
pUance with the regulations. Those found 
in violation could be subjected to fines up 
to $10,000 a day. 

How incredibly small-minded of Wash
ington. President Carter tells us it is our 
duty as citizens to sacrifice so our country 
might overcome the energy crisis. Then, the 
first thing the federal government does is 
seduce state governments with federal money 
and beat the people about the head and 
shoulders with threats of what will happen 
if they don't comply. 

That's like saying, "You ought to be pa
triotic, but we don't think you have it in 
you. We have no faith in you." 

Idaho ought to refuse the money and 
ignore the threats. The people of Idaho do 
have it in them, as citizens of the nation, to 
respond without threats. Idahoans wm re
spond because they understand the gravity 
of the situation. They will heed to call o! 
their president and the regulations passed by 
Congress without being threatened into it. 
True, some will cheat under any circum
stances. But we predict more cheating will 
result from the heavy-handed federal threats 
than would otherwise be the case. Intimida.
ti'on is counte11productive: it begets rebellion. 

In his speech last Sunday, President Car
ter spoke of Washington as an island. This 
attempt to muscle the American people cer
tainly shows how much of an island that city 
on the Potomac has become. The carrot and 
stick approach is entirely inappropriate to 
the tenor of the day. The people just do not 
need federal intimidation. They are ready to 
respond. They may grumble a bit, but they 
are ready to sacrifice. Just treat them like 
sensible human beings, not like naughty 
children. 

The human animal normally performs to 
expectations. Expect little and you will get 
little. Expect much and so shall you re
ceive. If it is true, as we believe, that Ameri
cans must regain a sense of self-confidence 
and faith in their nation, it follows that the 
government must risk a demonstration of 
that same faith, Programs such as this are 
a poor way to start.e 

SENATE-Monday, July 30, 1979 

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by Hon. HOWELL T. HEFLIN, a Sena
tor from the State of Alabama. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Lord whose grace is sufficient for 
all our need, grant to each of us an abid
ing sense of Thy presence that we may 

<Legislative day of Thursday, June 21 , 1979) 

have Thy correction, Thy wisdom, and 
Thy support. 

We pray for all persons in places of 
authority, the President, his counselors, 
the Members of Congress, all judges, all 
diplomats, and those who make and 
execute national policies. May they have 
a vivid sense of ruling under Thy provi
dence, and a holy remembrance that 
where there is no vision the people 
perish. 

In Thy holy name, we pray. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. MAGNUSON). 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., July 30,1979. 
To the Senate: 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 



21198 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 30, 1979 
Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Sena.te, I here
by appoint the Honorable HOWELL T. HEFLIN, 
a. Senator from the Sta.te of Ala.ba.ma., to per
form the duties o! the Chair. 

WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. HEFLIN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
majority leader is recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Jour
nal of the proceedings be approved to 
date. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. ExoN) . 

SENATE RESOLUTION 206-SET
ASIDE PROGRAM FOR 1980 WHEAT 
CROP 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise this 

morning to ask for the immediate con
sideration of Senate Resolution 206, 
which the Senator from Nebraska in
troduced last week. Before proceeding, 
if the majority leader will yield, I would 
like to ask him a question regarding 
procedure. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I will be glad to answer the Senator's 
question. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, by unan
imous agreement on both sides, as the 
majority leader knows, the ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee 
and the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee in consultation on the floor 
on Friday last, about 6 p.m., agreed that 
the committee would be discharged. I 
ask the question: Would it not be proper 
at this time to move for the discharge 
of the committee before I move adop
tion of the resolution? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I hope the distinguished Senator will 
not press his request at the moment. If 
he would wish to have some time to 
speak, I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, let me pro
ceed with my remarks and we can work 
out the matter in the meantime. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, let me be

gin by expressing my gratitude to the 
distinguished chairman of the Agricul
ture Committee and the distinguished 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee for their expeditious action on 
this resolution. In light of the fact that 
the administration will be announcing 
its decision in the next few days, it is 
critical that we in this body have the 
opportunity to send the Secretary of 
Agriculture a message. This resolution 
is such a message expressing the desires 
of the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, when I first learned 
that the administration was contem
plating a decision which would eliminate 
the voluntary wheat set-aside for the 
1980 crop year, I was shocked. For the 
last 2 Y2 years, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture has been the target of criti
cism from virtually every segment of the 
agriculture industry for what was be
lieved to be a shortsighted agriculture 
program which was doing little to ad
dress the immediate needs of our 
farmers. In recent months, this stag
nation appears to have broken and 
we have seen a decided improvement in 
market prices brought on by improved 
export demand and the policy of re
duced planting; namely, the set-aside. 

It is too soon, Mr. President, to take 
the steps the Secretary of Agriculture is 
contemplating in the elimination of the 
voluntary set-aside for wheat and later 
this year for feed grains. The Nation's 
harvest reports are indicating that when 
the last bushel of wheat is harvested, 
this Nation's wheat farmers will have 
produced some 2.15 billion bushels, much 
of which will certainly go into our sur
plus. To eliminate the set-aside, in my 
opinion, will put this Nation's farmers on 
the road to a fence-row-to-fence-row 
planting policy which will only serve to 
end the current market price improve
ments and force prices to decline. This 
will, once again, put our food plant in a 
state of stagnation and further the con
tinued evolution of the international 
cheap food policy. 

Mr. President, the time to act is short 
and the importance of this action is un
di~puted. The U.S. Senate, should it ap
prove this measure, will go on record in 
support of the continued voluntary set
aside for the 1980 wheat crop and by this 
action show its continued support for our 
food plant. 

Mr. President, this completes my re
marks at this point. I ask for the early 
consideration of the resolution as pre
sented. 

Before I yield back to the majority 
leader, I do want to point out that I will 
offer a technical amendment to correct 
a typographical error, an amendment 
which is now at the desk. During the 
drafting of this resolution, a minor error 
occurred in paragraph 3. The figure of 
215 million should read 2.15 billion. 

I will offer that amendment at the ap
propriate time as a technical correction. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
as I understand the distinguished Sen
ator, he will seek to discharge the Com
mittee on Agriculture from further con
sideration of the resolution, Senate Res
olution 206. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And he would 

wish to proceed to its immediate con
sideration. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And then he 

would wish to offer an amendment which 
would correct a typographical error. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It will have to 

be cleared on the other side before we can 
proceed. Have I any time remaining. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator has 4% minutes re
maining. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. I will reserve that time in the 
event that I wish to yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BAKER. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield to me? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 

asked the majority leader to yield to 
me only long enough to say that I be
lieve this matter has been cleared by our 
ranking member on the Agriculture Com
mittee, the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS). If the Sen
ator would forbear just for a moment, 
I would like to touch one or two other 
bases and then I think we will be pre
pared to go forward. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished Senator. 

Mr. President, there was a conversa
tion on the floor, I believe last Friday, 
involving Mr. TALMADGE, the chairman 
of the committee, Mr. HELMS, the rank
ing member, Mr. ExoN, and myself. I 
think the matter was cleared at that 
time. But we will not pursue the matter 
until the distinguished minority leader 
has further cleared the matter. 

Mr. EXON. If the Senator will yield, I 
am glad to wait as requested by the 
majority leader. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent at this time that Senator BoscH
WITZ be made a cosponsor of the resolu
tion. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, are there 
special orders this morning? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. There are special orders. yes. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, am I in
cluded in that list? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is included. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have no 
need for more than the time provided by 
the special order, and I am willing to 
yield back my time under the standing 
order. If I could suggest the absence of 
a quorum or otherwise utilize that time 
in order to gain just a moment to com
plete my check, I would be willing to 
try to dispose of the matter offered by 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 206-SET 
ASIDE PROGRAM FOR 1980 
WHEAT CROP 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quor).lm call be rescinded. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I might 

say for the benefit of our colleague from 
Nebraska and the majority leader that 
this item, it now appears, is fully cleared 
by the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina 
<Mr. HELMS) . We know of no other prob
lems with the measure, and I am pre
pared at this time to proceed to agree to 
the Senator's request. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the Committee on 
Agriculture be discharged from consid
eration of Senate Resolution 206 and 
that it be immediately considered. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senate will 
proceed to the immediate consideration 
of the resolution. 

The clerk will state the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 206) relating to the 

set aside program for wheat for the 1980 
crop. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 470 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Does the Senator wish to submit his 
amendment? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have sent 
to the desk a minor corrective amend
ment that I should like to have incor
porated in the RECORD. I referred to it 
in my remarks a few moments ago, a 
typographical error changing the words 
"215 million bushels" as originally insert
ed to "2.15 billion bushels." I ask unani
mous consent that that corrective lan
guage be made part of Senate Resolution 
206. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska. (Mr. ExoN) 

proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 470. 

In the third paragraph of the preamble 
strike all after "harvest" and insert in lieu 
thereof: "which includes a 20 percent set
aside, produced some 2.15 billion bushels of 
wheat which will add to this nation's current 
domestic surplus". 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
resolution. 

The resolution <S. Res. 206) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble, as amended, was agreed 
to. 

The resolution, with its preamble as 
amended, is as follows: 

s. RES. 206 
Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has 

been given the responsibillty by law to es
tablish crop set-aside programs for the 1980 
crop year for certain agricultural commod
ities; and 

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture will 
be making his decision on the wheat set
aside program for the 1980 crop year on or 
before August 15, 1979; and 

Whereas the 1979 wheat harvest, which 
includes a 20-percent set-aside, produced 
some 2.15 billion bushels of wheat which will 
add to this Nation's current domestic sur
plus. 

Whereas a decision to not have a wheat 
set-aside for the 1980 crop year can only 
result in fence-row-to-fence-row planting 
practices similar to those that occurred in 
the mid-1970's and resulted in excessive sur
pluses during a time of reduced world de
mand and in financial ruin for a large seg
ment of this Nation's wheat producers; and 

Whereas official Department of Agriculture 
estimates indicate that seventy-eight million 
acres will be planted to wheat in the ab
sence o! a set-aside program, an estimate by 
industry of eighty-two million acres is fa.r 
more realistic; and 

Whereas eighty-two million acres of wheat 
production in 1980, a substantial increase 
over the estimate of the Department of Agri
culture, would drive market prices down 
from their presently improved level and re
sult in significant savings only to foreign 
buyers at the expense of domestic producers; 
and 

Whereas it is the responsibility of the Sec
retary of Agriculture to use the authority 
granted him by law to protect the Nation's 
agriculture sector through the formulation 
of policies designed to improve production 
practices and ultimately eliminate the cheap 
food philosophy which has permeated our 
Federal Government for too many years: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the Secretary of Agriculture should, and 
is hereby urged and requested to, establish 
a minimum wheat set-aside for the 1980 crop 
year of not less than 5 per centum of the 
1980 wheat acreage. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I-yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent tha·t time allocated 
to me under a special order for this 
morning may be assigned to the dis
tinguished Senator from New York, so 
that he can maintain control of an or
derly colloquy on this important subject. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Senator 
from New York is recognized for not to 
exceed 15 minutes. 

THE REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC 
PROGRAM 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, my pur
pose in addressing the Senate this morn
ing is to detail the elements of an eco
nomic program just adopted by all 41 
Republican Members of the Senate for 
presentation to Congress and to the 
country. The economic program is de
signed to offer the American people 
alternatives to the economic proposals 
of the administration. We felt it our 
duty, if we were going to be critical, to 
offer positive alternatives ourselves. This 
is what we shall be presenting this 
morning. 

These statements were released late 
last week. My presentation will be fol
lowed by that of Senator DANFORTH of 
Missouri and other Republican Senators 
who will present a package of bills im
plementing part of this program. Other 
bills will be forthcoming in due course. 
In addition, there are measures alreadY 
introduced which deal with the imple
mentation of elements of the program. 

Mr. President, the ideas which we pre
sent and which we shall endeavor to im
plement by legislation, both in original 
measures and amendments to bills which 
may be brought in here by committees 
and to recommendat1ons which may be 
made by the President, are based upon 
a number of fundamental concepts. 
These are four, and they are as follows: 

One, that the control of the present 
double-digit inflation, which we all agree 
is critical to the long-term health of the 
economy; depends upon the adoption of 
the following policies: To foster im
proved capital investment, productivity, 
research and development, personal sav
ings, and personal investment in order to 
expand t'he productive capacity and effi
ciency of our economy; and, two, to bring 
the Federal budget into balance as soon 
as possible as an integral component of 
stable monetary and fiscal policies. 

Second, the present and prospectively 
worsening problems of unemployment, 
which bears so heavily on youth and on 
minorities and those newly entering the 
labor force, can be best remedied by 
placing greater reliance upon the private 
sector of our economy through expanded 
use of tax credits for employers who give 
jobs, the issuance of vouchers by Gov
ernment making that program easier to 
administer, and especially adapting to 
the problems of the structurally unem
ployed. 

Third, that a crisis of confidence hav
ing arisen in our country, which is re
flected in a crisis of confidence in the 
health of the U.S. dollar, which has been 
battered by our inability to deal with a 
new wave of inflation and by a funda
mental erosion in the overall economic 
position of the United States and the 
world, its restoration requires better con
trol of domestic inflation and a massive 
export development drive. 

We also urge the establishment of a 
means for moving capital for produc
tive purposes to developing countries 
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which are willing to cooperate in the 
foreign trading system of the world. 

Fourth, and last, the U.S. tax system 
should not operate to reduce the real 
standards of living of the American 
people. 

Accordingly, we Republicans support 
substantial phased reductions in Federal 
income taxes to encourage incentives for 
economic growth and job opportunities 
without infiation and to limit the growth 
rate of Federal spending. 

Mr. President, these themes are in
corporated in the Republican economic 
policy statement which has already been 
printed in the RECORD, but which, for 
the purpose of unified reading, I ask 
unanimous consent it may again be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC POLICY STATEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Today, a lack of confidence in t he ability 
of the present Administration to develop con
sistent and reliable economic policies has 
bred a climate of uncertainty about t he 
health of t he U.S. economy and even about 
the position of the U.S. in the world. 

Cont rolling infiation, cutting taxes, and in
creasing our national productivit y are the 
main economic concerns of the American 
people. Senate Republicans are prepared to 
furnish fresh, optimistic, and decisive lead
ership t o accomplish these objectives. 

Our program for balancing t he federal 
budget, reducing personal and business taxes 
to increase incentives for invest ment and 
improved product ivity, curtailing regula
tory excesses, and other measures to in
crease investment and job opport unities is 
in sharp contrast to current economic poli
cies. 

In recent months, economic uncertainty 
has yielded to genuine concern about the 
danger of a severe recession because: 

( 1) Infiation has reaccelerated t o double
digit levels in this year, 

(2) Unemployment has remained very 
high, and 

( 3) There is an almost total absence of a 
coherent national economic strategy and 
energy policy. 

Infiation is eroding the value of savings 
and wiping out recent increases in personal 
incomes, while simultaneously increasing the 
tax burden by forcing Americans into higher 
tax brackets. Unemployment has persisted in 
the range of 6 percent for the last year and 
shows no signs of improvement any time 
soon. Indeed, it is now expected to worsen 
considerably. And youth unemployment con
tinues at intolerable levels, particularly in 
the older cities. 

Compounding the problems of worsening 
infiation and unemployment are the con
tinuing weakness of the U.S. dollar; very high 
interest rates; the sharp fall-off of R & Din
vestment; and the virtual stagnat ion of U.S. 
productivity growth-the key to jobs, rising 
standards of living and stable prices. 

The economic danger before us is very real , 
therefore, but the Administration seems to 
lack either the ability or the will--or both
to deal with it. Instead of formulating the 
needed economic initiatives-to restrain in
fiation by increased productivity and enter
prise; reduce unemployment; reduce the 

trade and payments deficits; increase the 
real GNP by bringing the national books 
into balance; and restore domestic and 
world confidence in the dollar-the Admin
istration has seemingly chosen a policy of 
papering over the basic economic illness by 
market manipulation of the dollar, wage and 
price exhortation and surrendering on energy 
policy. 

The Administration continues to rely 
principally upon an almost unintelligible, al
ready unsuccessful program of half-manda
tory/ half-voluntary wage and price controlS 
and a series of energy prograins by which, 
even if approved, little will be gained in en
ergy sufficiency. The economic history of the 
world proves the folly of continuance of 
wage and price controlS which distort the 
economy and incur ultimately greater in
fiationary pressures. The imposition of wage, 
price or credit controls cannot be justified 
except in a time of true national emergency. 

Clearly the loss of confidence in the leader
ship of the U.S. has its roots in a funda
mental skepticism about the etfectiveness of 
U.S. leadership. 

Senate Republicans believe action is 
needed now, to avert what could be a major 
domestic and world economic disaster early 
in the course of the next decade. There is 
a need to put before Congress and the people 
an action program which would be directed 
to: securing the living standards of the 
people; reducing unemployment by provid
ing permanent private sector jobs, partic
ularly among minorities and youth; restor
ing confidence in the U.S. dollar; stimulat
ing capital formation and U.S. productivity 
as the only enduring approach to stable 
prices and full employment; reducing the 
burden of unadjusted federal tax brackets 
on individuals and corporations; balancing 
the federal budget; and reducing our de
pendence on foreign energy sources. 

Accordingly, Senate Republicans put for
ward this "Economic Program for the Dec
ade"-an action program to begin to make 
right what is so wrong with the u.s. 
economy. 

BUDGET AND TAXES 

1. It is vitally important that the tax sys
tem not operate to reduce the real stand
ard of living of the American people. There
fore, we support substantial phased across
the-board reductions in federal income 
taxes to encourage incentives for economic 
growth and job opportunities without in
flation and to limit the growth rate of fed
eral spending. 

2. Our objective must be to bring the 
federal budget into balance and to curb 
future deficits. 

3. There should be a mandatory limit on 
federal spending. A policy of no "real" growth 
in federal spending through FY 1982 is de
sirable. The spending limit needs to be suf
ficiently fiexible to allow for national eco
nomic and other emergencies. 

4. The excessive burden of the national 
debt must be reduced. Budgets must provide 
surpluses for this purpose. Receipts from 
the sale of certain federal assets such as oil 
leases and surplus federal properties could 
help accomplish this goal. 

5. A thorough review of all federal entitle
ment programs is necessary to help reduce 
the rapid growth of federal spending. 

6. It is of the utmost urgency that :the 
Social Security system be reviewed and re
vised so as to ensure the continuation of 
our financial commitment to our older citi
zens, the solvency of the .trust fund, and to 
be fair to our younger workers, with par
ticular regard for eliminating fraud and 

abuse in the disability program and providing 
relief from escalating payroll taxes. 

7. Federal accounting precedures must be 
changed. The hidden spending of "off
budget" agencies through loans and credits 
should be highlighted in the Congressional 
budget. 

8. There should be a thorough review of 
federal budgetary and accounting proce
dures, with consideration given to applying 
the accounting procedures of the private 
sector to the operation of the federal govern
ment, to obtain a more accurate picture of 
the federal budget in terms of capital assets 
as well as outlays. In this connection, a Task 
Force on the Federal Budget should be 
formed to review and make recommendations 
to Congress and the people on federal budg
etary concepts, procedures and standards. 

9. To further reduce federal indebtedness, 
the U.S. should be more vigorous in the col
lection of its debts, domestic and foreign . 

CAPITAL FORMATION AND PRODUCTIVITY 

1. Personal savings and investment should 
be encouraged by incentives, rather than 
penalized through taxation. There should be 
universal eligibility for Individual Retire
ment Accounts of up to $1,500/ year. By sav
ing !or their own future , Americans would be 
investing in a stronger, healt hier economy. 

2. As an incentive for grea.ter savings e.nd 
investment, a savings interest exclusion 
should be provided and the present dividend 
exclusion !rom federal personal income taxes 
should be expanded. 

3. Government at all levels should revise 
regulatory systems which presently divert in
vestment capital away from productivity a.nd 
job creation and divert business enterprise 
into non-productive purposes. 

4. Improved levels o! produCitivity in the 
priva.te sector a.re paramount 1! the United 
States economy is to make progress in win
ning the infiation battle. Business incentives 
toward increased capital formation and in
vestment must be encouraged through busi
ness tax reductions, tax credits, and acceler
ated depreciation allowances. Reallstic tax 
incentives spur investment. Depreciation al
lowances for plants and equipment, includ
ing equipment to meet evironmental regula
tions, should be accelerated and adjusted !or 
infiation, in order to permit depreciation 
allowances to approximate more closely the 
true replacement costs rather than historical 
cost s of ca.pital equipment. 

5. To increase productivity, the United 
States must recover its former place as the 
world's leader in industrial research and de
velopment. Tax credits !or new R & D ex
penditures would provide ,a significant in
centive !or improved research and develop
ment spending. The United States must in
crease properly conceived federal expendi
tures for accelerated resea.rch and develop
ment in order to replenish the nation's reser
voLr of technology and energy alterna.tives. 

6. Sunset leglsla.tion for all federa.l regula
tory agencies should guarantee the periodic 
review and, if necessary, adjustment o! their 
scope and purpose. 

7. The Congress should exercise etfective 
but practicable control over proposed federal 
regulations to ensure that they carry out the 
intent o! Congress. On the federal level, 
every proposed regulation should be subject 
to cost-benefit analysis to ensure that poten
tial benefits a.re not outweighed by its eco
nomic impact. 

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT 

:· Full encouragement should be given to 
the highest priority need !or work-study pro
grams in high schoolS and colleges to attack 
t he basic problems related to the high levels 
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of unemployment among several groups, i.e., 
those lacking the training, education, and the 
desire to achieve the needed skills !or pro
ductive employment. 

2. Targeted tax credits !or hiring the struc
turally unemployed-similar to the Targeted 
Jobs Tax Credit enacted last year-provide 
an important incentive to employers to hire 
the economically disadvantaged. Full use 
should be made o! these and similar tax 
credit incentives to reduce unemployment 
among those segments of the labor force
youth-with disproportionately high unem
ployment. 

3. Cash bonuses !or employers should cover 
part of the costs of bringing jobless Ameri
cans into the productive economy. In this 
regard, CETA's voucher demonstration proj
ect, helping the private sector hire trainees 
most in need of jobs, should receive a greater 
percentage of CETA funds. 

4. Labor and management should cooper
ate to st rengthen and expand training and 
apprenticeship programs in the skilled crafts, 
especially in small businesses, and measures 
to improve productivity with appropriate 
participation by each in the avails of such 
improvements. 

5. Labor-management councils, bringing 
employers and employees together to improve 
working life conditions, should be encour
aged. 

6. The Private Sector Initiative Program 
(Title VII of CETA) should be expanded, so 
that persons trained in this program can have 
better opportunities !or career development. 

7. The charter o! the U.S. Employment 
Service should be revised to foster better co
ordination with other federal activities, espe
cially those conducted under CETA. 

8. Part-time and flexi-time work sched
ules deserve greater use to accommodate 
workers and their fam1lies with special eco
nomic and domestic situations. 

9. A youth differential in the Minimum 
Wage, with appropriate safeguards against 
displacement and only for a limited period 
o! time, could have a significant impact on 
youth employment. 

10. Regulation and paperwork require
ments must be simplified !or all business 
and construction activities in order to in
crease employment opportunities through 
reduced overhead costs. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND MONETARY POLICY 

1. The Federal Government, with active 
participation by leadership !rom the private 
sector, should develop and implement a 
comprehensive national export policy to 
promote aggressively the export o! U.S. 
goods and services and to defend U.S. trade 
interests. 

2. Export licensing procedures should be 
simplified, streamlined, and better defined. 
There should be a firm commitment to con
trol the export of advanced technology to 
non-market nations in accordance with the 
provisions of the Export Administration Act. 
We remain committed to the principles of 
free emigration before Most Favored Nation 
Status can be extended. 

3. A broad effort should be launched to 
assist smaller businesses to participate in 
exporting, beginning with reform o! the 
Webb-Pomerene Act. 

4. We advocate elimination o! export sub
sidies through international negotiations, 
acknowledging the impediments to this 
process. Until such subsidies are eliminated, 
we should take appropriate steps to support 
American industry in world markets 
through organizations such as the Export-

Import Bank and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

5. Improved trade relations within the 
Americas are urgent and necessary for our 
mutual well-being. Therefore, the United 
States must begin to emphasize the impor
tance of hemispheric trade. To that end, we 
urge the creation of a Western Hemispheric 
Economic Commission to study ways and 
means of joining together with our neigh
bors to ease and facilitate such trade to our 
mutual benefit. 

6. The U.S. must work &otively with Japan 
and other surplus countries to check con
tinued undisciplined trade surpluses and 
also to remove nontariff barriers to trade. 
Failure to resolve this problem may cause 
polltical pressure for protective measures to 
become irresistible. 

7. The DISC tax incentive for U.S. busi
nesses should be retained, and other tax in
centives for exports should be provided, as 
long as our overseas competit ors maintain 
similar export subsidies. Special provision 
for U.S. citizens working abroad is essen
tial to maintain our competitive position. 

8. The Federal Government should sys
tematically monitor iiL.ports to anticipate 
future trade problems before they cause the 
shutdown o! American plants and the loss 
of jobs. To this end, we recommend trade 
adjustment assistance to provide more timely 
and equitable relief to labor and industry. 

G. U.S. monetary policy must be based on 
a firm commitment to a strong and stable 
dollar. This means money supply growth 
based upon the real growth in the economy. 
A strong dollar requires improvement in our 
economic fundamentals: a lower inflation 
rate, an improved trade balance, and a sig
nificant reduction in oil imports through 
domestic production , conservation and effec
tive measures to deal with the OPEC Trust. 

10. In protecting the dollar from sudden 
or severe fluctuations on foreign exchange 
markets , we should support vigorous inter
vention in the operations of the foreign ex
change markets. High interest rates are a 
direct result of inflation with its excess 
money supply growth. A strong dollar wm 
mean lower interest rates and less inflation. 
To this same end, the desirability of gold 
sales by the Treasury and the policy of 
"demonetization" of gold should be re
evaluated. 

11. The International Monetary Fund 
should exercise more effective surveillance 
of surplus economies and should work more 
closely with commercial banks. 

12. The transactions of U.S. banks in the 
Eurocurrency markets should be more closely 
evaluated. 

13. The U.S. should resume its leadership 
role in the international monetary system. 
We should convene world financial leaders 
to develop a long-term plan for the evolu
tion o! the present monetary order into a 
true multi-currency reserve system charac
terized by stability in exchange rates and 
minimal world inflation. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the state
ment, which is backed by individual 
analyses of the individual subject head
ing made by task forces which func
tioned in this matter on our behalf, is 
available at the policy committee office 
of the Republican minority in the 
Senate. 

The subject headings appear as fol
lows: 

Budget and taxes , for which Senators 
BELLMON and DoLE were responsible. 

Capital formation and productivity, 
for Which Senators DANFORTH and PERCY 
were responsible as a task force. 

Employment and unemployment, for 
which Senators HATcH and CHAFEE were 
responsible as a task force. 

International trade and monetary 
policy, for which Senators RoTH and 
GARN were responsible as a task force. 

The first heading, Budget and taxes, 
the highlights there are really three 
concepts. 

One, that we believe that the Ameri
can people will be best served right now, 
not as their demand or their consump
tion of goods and services is built up. 

We have been through that phase and 
we have reaped nothing but what can 
only be described as a deplorable or gal
loping inflation because our productivity 
has not kept pace. 

So we consider the highest priority of 
the United States, even including the 
energy problem, to be an improvement 
in its productivity. 

This can only be obtained through 
greater modernization of the American 
industrial plant, which in terms of newer 
industrial nations, like Japan and Ger
many, and even Britain and France, is 
getting seriously obsolescent. 

They are the ones who built, after the 
destruction of World War II. We have 
not built a steel plant in this country 
since the Fairless works in 1947. That 
is the only one. Hence, we are being 
beaten in world competition for very 
good reasons. 

The only way in which this can be 
corrected is by giving real benefits for 
capital growth. That means giving a 
tax benefit to savers on some part of 
their interest, a tax benefit to investors 
on some part of their dividends, greater 
than they get today, and what they get 
today is very small. 

The encouragement of research and 
development, in which we are falling 
behind. Almost two-thirds of the patents 
granted last year in this country were 
granted to foreigners, not Americans, an 
unheard of situation. 

We are in the cellar in terms of saving 
in this country. The President pointed 
that out in his address about a week 
ago, or 10 days ago, and he is absolutely 
right. He did not know what to do about 
it. We do, in terms of making it attrac
tive to save by making some of our sav
ings interest tax free. 

We also seek an investment retire
ment account with a maximum of $1,500 
a year for everybody. Today, many may 
have it due to certain provisions in the 
ERISA law, of which I am one of the 
two authors, but we propose it be made 
universal, again in order to encourage 
saving. 

So that is one. Then we feel that the 
depreciation rate in American plant and 
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equipment is completely archaic and 
needs to be advanced by being cut at 
least in half. 

The general rubric which that goes by 
is 3, 5, and 10. That is, 3 and 5 for 
different types of machinery, in terms of 
years in which the cost may be written 
off, and 10 years for structures. 

There is no slavish adherence to those 
terms, but it expresses the concept. 

The second element which we propose, 
which we think is critically important, 
is a readjustment of income tax brackets 
in order to reflect the fact that dollar 
incomes made larger by inflation incur 
very much higher tax rates because of 
the progressive income tax, without any 
improvement in the standard of living, 
or any real gain on the part of the 
taxpayer. 

This is a minimum upon which we 
Republicans agree. There is some differ
ence in our ranks over whether there 
should be a major tax cut now, generally 
put in terms of a 30-percent tax cut over 
3 years, or whether there should not. 

So we have arrived at a consensus 
among ourselves to go for a substantial 
phased across-the-board reduction in 
Federal income taxes, leaving the num
ber of years to be determined by condi
tions, and the percentages to be deter
mined by conditions, and we will deal 
with that as we go along in this year. 

But, basically, committing ourselves, 
certainly, to a readjustment of brackets, 
and to whatever else we can do and agree 
on in terms of reductions in our income 
tax burden. 

The third aspect of our recommenda
tions deals with the Federal budgetary 
and ac::ounting procedures. 

We believe that our Federal Govern
ment is not picturing for itself its true 
economic situation because we treat all 
expenditures for capital assets as outlays. 
This is completely archaic. It is not busi
ness practice and it tends to distort 
very materially our whole budgetary 
operation and the amount of our deficit. 

We also urge reduction of the national 
debt through more vigorous collection of 
our debts, both domestic and foreign, 
and through applying on our national 
debt some of the a vails of the sales of 
U.S. assets. 

For example, offshore oil leases, or 
sales of Federal real estate. 

We suggest that the avails be directed 
to the reduction of the national debt, 
and we strongly commend that to our 
colleagues and the country. 

I have already dealt, in the main, with 
what we recommend under capital for
mation and productivity. I pass now to 
employment and unemployment. 

Mainly, there, we are committed to 
targeted tax credits for hiring the struc
turally unemployed as an incentive to 
employers, the hiring and training. 

We are also willing to see cash bonuses 
given employers for the cost of bringing 
jobless Americans into the production 
economy, particularly as to private sector 

involvement in the CETA program, 
which is the Government employment 
and training program, in order to help 
with serious unemployment. 

We are also committed to labor
management councils, picking up the ex
perience of World W-ar II, as a means of 
bringing employees and employers to
gether to improve working life condi
tions, to deal with absenteeism and drug 
addiction and a general slackening of 
morale and productivity as they relate to 
the individual. 

We are committed to p-art-time and 
flexi-time work schedules to pick up the 
working ability of men and women who 
cannot devote the traditional 8 hours in 
a consecutive way to employment. We 
think this can employ very many more 
people and also increase the productivity 
of the American industrial m-achine. 

Finally-although personally I differ 
with my fellow Republicans on this, but 
I join them because I go with the whole 
statement--we are for a youth differen
tial in the minimum wage. But they have 
agreed that there must be -appropriate 
safeguards against displacement of adult 
workers and that this differential should 
obtain only for a limited period of time. 

Under the heading of internation-al 
trade and monetary policy, our main ef
fort is directed toward retaining those 
elements of our law which favor exports. 
That is the only way in which we effec
tively can balance the tremendous 
-amount of national resources which is 
devoted to payment for imported oil. 

Indeed, it is the key to how we deal 
with the energy situation, in the sense of 
making ourselves more able to seek sub
stitutions and more able to engage in 
conservation. 

We are very strong for an export trade 
drive and for retaining the reforms 
which help small business in exporting, 
with respect to the Webb-Pomerene Act, 
which affects our antitrust laws, and the 
so-called DISC program, which deals 
with making it beneficial taxwise to en
gage in exports in which one might 
otherwise not engage. 

Also, we urge, as a basis for greater 
economic unity in the Western Hemi
sphere, the establishment of a Western 
Hemisphere Economic Commission, in 
order to determine how we may best pro
ceed to reduce tariff barriers and facili
tate trade in this hemisphere. 

This picks up the experience of Europe 
for seeding the European Common Mar
ket, which also effectuated this great ad
vance through the economic cooperation 
for Europe. So we suggest a comparable 
economic commission for the United 
States. 

Second, and most important, we come 
out very strongly for using all means for 
a strong and stable dollar. I consider that 
one of the most important elements of 
our program. That sounds trite. One does 
not think anybody could differ with the 
idea that the U.S. dollar should be strong 
and stable in value. But our dollar has 
suffered a tremendous buffeting and 
probably is worth half what it was worth 

a year ago. If we calculate the period be
fore Warld War I, we are talking about 
10 or 15 cents on the dollar. The reason, 
we believe, is that the country has not 
watched what makes the dollar strong. 
What makes the dollar strong is not only 
a balanced budget and decent Govern
ment finance-and we have suggested 
ways in which that can be done, includ
ing a reformation of the way in which 
we calculate whether we have a balanced 
budget, in which, as I say, we are com
pletely obsolescent in the whole world
but also in tenns of keeping a very strong 
watch on the productivity of the Ameri
can business machine, which has deteri
orated catastrophically, and by fighting 
in world markets for our share of the ex
ports of the world, in which we have lost 
an enormous amount of ground, as well 
as by protecting the dollar from activi
ties by speculators and by others who 
would bring down its value, through our 
own and international action, such as we 
had to take on an emergency basis last 
November 1. 

We think this is a critically important 
aspect of our national life, that it has 
been much neglected by the administra
tion, and that the time has come for us 
in the minority to take this as a cause 
which deserves to rank in all our 
priorities. 

Finally, we pledge ourselves to work 
actively with the surplus countries in the 
world, with particular reference to 
Japan, which has an enormous trade 
surplus with us, to check continued, un
disciplined trade surpluses, and to fur
ther remove nontariff barriers to trade 
as a matter of the highest importance, 
both for economic and for political 
reasons. 

Mr. President, no one Republican 
Member agrees with this entire program, 
and I already have expressed some of the 
areas in which I disagree. But we are 
together as a party here in the Senate 
on what we know must be accomplished 
in order to save our country economical
ly and how to accomplish it. 

While one or another detailed measure 
may not be particularly agreeable to me 
or to some other Member-and we cer
tainly have not met as a caucus; we no 
longer do that here on either side of the 
aisle-we are committed to this total 
program as the way to bring about a 
result. When you want to bring about a 
result, you often have to swallow hard 
and take a little medicine with it. 

This country is very sick. That is one 
thing on which the President and we 
agree. We believe that in the way we 
have prescribed to deal with its illness, 
we are following not just traditional 
American values-th~ President can 
claim he is doing that, too-but we also 
are building upon traditional American 
strengths, and that is the way we see this 
picture. 

If we are going to change the economic 
direction of our country, it is going to 
be changed only if we build upon the 
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things in which we are strong. We are 
strong in innovation. We are strong in
dustrially. We are strong in young and 
vital and virile people, if given a chance. 
We are strong in the best articulated and 
most efficient private sector in the world. 
We have not built upon those strengths. 
On the · contrary, we have torn them 
down. 

So we, as Republicans, pledge ourselves 
now to a program for building them up. 

Mr. President, for me, this is one of 
the greatest developments I have seen in 
all the years I have served in the Senate, 
and the most helpful for our country. 

I should like to give very great credit, 
among ourselves, to our minority leader, 
who has led in this effort, as he should, 
as in his duty; to the chairman of our 
Republican conference, Senator PACK
wooD; to the chairman of the Policy 
Committee, under whose auspices I have 
worked, Senator TowER; to my own com
mittee, which is the Subcommittee on 
Economic Policy of our Republican con
ference, of which I am the chairman; 
and to stalwarts such as the Senator 
from Missouri <Mr. DANFORTH), the Sen
ator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. DoM
ENrcr), and many others . in our ranks, 
including the task forces I have de
scribed. 

They took very scarce time and, under 
great pressure, the necessary time and 
energy and intelligence in order to draft 
what I feel is a major contribution to 
the constructive development of the 
economy of the United States. 

Mr. President, I pledge myself, so long 
as I am here, to keep our feet to the fire 
on the Republican side and to see that 
we do these things in which we believe. 

I am delighted to be able to say that 
Senator DANFORTH, who will succeed me 
in the special orders, will be proposing a 
number of measures in which many of 
us have joined in order to implement at 
least part of this program. 

As I said when I began, other measures 
are pending. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank the 

Senator from New York for yielding. 
I begin by paying to him special tribute 

for his leadership in serving as chairman 
of the subcommittee for the Policy Com
mittee to draft this statement. 

I do that so often that there is risk 
that it may sound less genuine or less 
heartfelt than it really is. 

I have an extraordinary respect not 
only for the Senator from New York as 
a person but for his consummate skill 
and extraordinary ability in legislative 
draftsmanship and political judgment. 

I wish to express to him my thanks for 
his initiative and leadership in bringing 
this economic statement, this policy 
statement, to the floor of the Senate as 
a unanimous statement of the Republi
cans in this body, 41 strong. 

I have often said, Mr. President, that 
it is no small measure to try to bring to
gether a group as divergent and en
ergetic as Senate Republicans are today. 
The ability to do that has depended 
to a large extent on the good faith ef
forts, the dedication and diligence of 
men like the Senator from New York, 
particularly in the case of this economic 
policy statement. Senator JAVITS has 
spent an enormous amount of time on 
this project, and he has brought \IS a his
toric document. 

Mr. President, I say, parenthetically, 
that it may be of interest to legal schol
ars or political scientists only, but I 
rather think it is worth remarking that 
this is not a parliamentary system in the 
United States. We are a constitutional 
system, and in terms of the lawmaking 
responsibility in this country we are a 
presidential-congressional system, and 
unlike party systems in a parliamentary 
arrangement we do not attempt to im
pose party discipline. 

That has proved to be a good thing 
and a bad thing. It is a good thing in 
that it permits the flowering and flour
ishing of initiative and individuality. It 
permits us to have two broad-based na
tional parties which synthesize diverse 
views into powerful and efficient instru
ments of public policy. Sometimes this 
system seems confused and in disarray, 
and we despair that the constitutional 
or presidential-congressional system 
can truly perform in times of crisis or 
meet the great challenges of our time. 

But statements of this sort, I believe, 
give the lie to that concern. We have 
published a unified statement of policy 
by the entire body of Republicans in the 
Senate. Notwithstanding that every 
Member did not agree with every aspect 
of that statement, as the Senator from 
New York points out, we have adopted 
a unanimous statement of fundamental 
importance. 

In its most basic form, it is a reitera
tion in our belief in the free enterprise 
system and a rededication to the idea 
that we must embellish and extend the 
strengths of this free enterprise system, 
this market system, in order to free our
selves and our economy from the stulti
fying effects of too much government, 
too many taxes, and too much regula
tion. 

This is not an exercise in futility. It 
is a practical statement. It is not an 
idealistic exercise. It deals with partic
ularity, with the questions that com
mand our national attention. 

Mr. President, this statement, is the 
latest in a series of statements of posi
tion adopted by Senate Republicans be
ginning in March 1977. It is an impor
tant statement of an alternative course 
available to this country. It is an exer
cise of the highest responsibility of ra 
political party, not merely to oppose but 
to suggest alternatives. In making 
this effort in good conscience and good 
faith, we have made the Republican 
Party, I believe, a cohesive and effective 

political force in this city and in this 
Government. 

I believe this description of our effort 
is not an overstatement, and I believe 
its importance is not overdrawn. And I 
believe our debt of gratitude to the Sen
ator from New York for making it pos
sible today is impossible to overestimate. 

So, Mr. President, I pay my special 
respects to the Senator from New York 
and to all who participated. Every single 
Republican in this group demonstrated 
willingness to subordinate his or her 
own particular views and to come to
gether with a statement of economic 
principles that we can and do support 
unanimously. 

There is a step beyond this, Mr. Presi
dent, and that is the old saying that 
the proof of the pudding is in the eat
ing. It would not do to simply make this 
statement and leave it there for the 
country to consider and for scholars to 
examine. It is important to implement 
it, and following on in this course this 
morning will be the first step in the leg
islative implementation in the bill that 
is about to be introduced by the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri, and 
may I point out that there are 41 co
sponsors of that bill, all Republicans. 

Mr. President, this is a statement of 
the Republican Party's sense of respon
sibility, of our prescription for the fu
ture, of our restatement of our con
fidence in ourselves and our system, and 
it is the exercise of the highest sort of 
responsibility in a constitutional system. 
I believe it is little short of historic, and 
again I pay my special respect to the 
Senator from New York for his leader
ship efforts in that respect. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator BAKER for his eloquence and 
thank him for his support. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator from Ten
nessee has expired. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, might I 
inquire what is the sequence of special 
orders remaining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The next special order is a special 
order to the Senator from Oregon; the 
next is a special order to the Senator 
from Kansas; and the next is a special 
order to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if I might 
interrupt the Chair at this time, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allo
cated nnder the special orders for the 
Senator from Oregon, and the Senator 
from Kansas be combined and the allo
cation of that time for the purpose of 
further colloquy be given to the Senator 
from New York. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chair and 
I thank my colleague. 

Again, may I say I thank him for his 
eloquence and I thank him for his lead
ership here on our side. Without that 
fundamental overarching leadership 
nothing is possible in doing our work 
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here in this economic policy statement. 
And I thank him for his personal 
friendship. 

But as he says and as we all know, this 
1s attributable to the totality of our party 
here in the Senate. 

I, also, just as he, take enormous grati
fication in our ability to come together 
on so important a document. I think it 
has very great potential for help to our 
country, which is our sole consideration. 

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. Prec:;ident, first I 
thank my good friend from New York for 
yielding to me to indicate to the Senator 
from Missouri that I must return to the 
Energy Committee where we are going to 
confirm the new Secretary of Energy. I 
do not know that I can be here when the 
Senator introduces, with 41 cosponsors, 
one of whom will be this Senator, an im
portant part of this economic package. I 
commend him for it, and I am totally 
committed to its adoption. 

I say at the beginning that I compli
ment our leader, Senator BAKER, with 
reference to this second economic pack
age of the Republican Senate. I vividly 
remember immediately after he was 
elected to be our leader that he and I 
discussed the fact that we should move 
ahead with an alternative and put some
thing positive on record that spoke for 
our concern for our country, its economy, 
and basically its economy's ability to 
help and supply its people with a stand
ard of living second to none. 

Because of the suggestion, he and his 
distinguished leadership immediately 
started the process which brought us a 
package of proposals in 1977, as he 
clearly indicated, March 1977, and 
then today finds us here again with a 
superb analysis of an alternative for the 
continuation, the revitalization and pro
gression of the free enterprise system 
as the basic economic tool for prosperity 
in America. I commend him for that. 
And, obviously, with that commendation 
I commend all those who have worked 
so hard to bring it about. 

From my standpoint-and I will not 
talk long this morning because I must 
return to the committee--we spend too 
much time in the U.S. Congress, and 
national leaders spend too much time, 
telling the American people what the 
Government is going to give them. 

If you look back on the last 25 years, 
each time we have told them what the 
Government was going to give them, we 
have said to the private sector of the 
productivity of our people that somehow 
or other that is going to supply us with 
all that magic resource that we seem 
to think will solve the American 
problems. 

In the process we have insulted, in 
my opinion, the free enterprise system 
without even knowing it. I do not mean 
insulting it, as my good friend from 
Illinois would be •angry at me if I said 
something about him, but what I mean 
is we continue to detract from its ability 
to produce for us without taking cog
nizance of some basics. 

I think that is what our economic 

package is, a reanalysis of the basics 
that make the free enterprise system 
work, and then saying what have we 
done to them? Where are they? Where 
has our policy detracted from them? 

In our proposal we are attempting to 
put them back into the mainstream of 
policy: Capital formation, savings by 
the American people, involvement in 
growth and in Government concerns, 
and in productivity concerns, research 
and development, the cornerstone of 
America's progress over the decades. 

This policy is saying to those concepts 
that to the extent that our tax laws, 
our Government policies have ignored 
or deflated them as impactors on our 
growth, we want to reinstate them leg
islatively and, in that respect, it is gen
uinely a far, far-reaching document that 
we must pursue, and that ultimately 
will, we predict, become the law of the 
land, whether it is under our leadership, 
under our auspices, or new people com
ing in and out of the White House, who 
will find the truth of it, the reality of 
it, to be something we must confront 
and we must proceed with. 

So I thank you for .yielding, my good 
friend from New York. I commend you 
for pulling these ideas together. I com
mend all of those who worked on the 
committee and, in particular, our Re
publican leader, for seeing the wisdom 
of encouraging this kind of activity by 
the U.S. Senate Republicans. 

Mr. JAVITS. Thank you very much, 
Senator. Without you and the other 
members of the task force, two of whom 
are on the floor, Senator PERCY and Sen
ator DANFORTH, this would simply have 
been impossible. I thank you for the 
volitional cooperation which brought 
this result, and for your support of it, 
and for the fact that you will, like the 
others, move heaven and Earth and get 
done what we think needs to be done 
economically for the United States of 
America. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my friend. 
Mr. J A VITS. I would like to now yield 

5 minutes to the Senator from Tilinois 
<Mr. PERCY), and to yield the remainder 
of my time, for such disposition as he 
may deem desirable, to the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. DANFORTH). I ask unani
mous consent that I might be able to do 
that. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank my distinguished 
colleague. 

While the minority leader is here on 
the floor I would just like to make the 
statement that in the some 30 years I 
have worked as a Republican and had 
occasion to work with the U.S. •Sen
ate in many different capacities, with 
all of the discussions we have had 
around the country of dissension in 
Washington and dissension between the 
executive branch and the legislative 
branch, and the dissension in the Con
gress over policy, energy, and so forth, 
in my own experience I have never seen 
more unity among Republican Senators 
than right today. 

This is not the first time under the 
leadership of our distinguished minor
ity leader, HowARD BAKER, we have come 
together on a policy. We came together 
on a policy on military strategy and for
eign policy. To have JESSE HELMS, JACK 
JAVITS, BARRY GOLDWATER, and LOWELL 
WEICKER agree on policy in the field of 
military strategy and foreign policy was 
a remarkable and unique thing, but a 
tremendous example to the country that 
men of good will, with common objec
tives and goals, can carve out areas of 
agreement. 

Now we have rampant inflation run
ing 13.4 percent, unemployment running 
deeper than we would want, energy 
prices zooming up, people worried about 
the value of their savings, their insur
ance and their whole future, particularly 
elderly people living on fixed income. In 
having 41 Republicans under the leader
ship of our minority leader, HoWARD 
BAKER, and JACK JAVITS, as chairman Of 
the Subcommittee on the Economy, 
working with the Policy Committee unc1er 
the leadership of JOHN TOWER, once 
again grappling for months now on the 
problems of inflation, the problems of 
productivity, the problems of balance of 
trade, the problems or- a weakening dol
lar, we have demonstrated that though 
we do not each agree with every single 
provision or sense of priority we can 
come together on a statement of policy 
that can be supported by every single 
Republican. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Only for just a moment. 
I wish to express my appreciation to 

the Senator from Illinois and the Sena
tor from New Mexico for their remarks. 

This is the product, however, of a 
unified Republican party in the Senate, 
and I am proud to see this result today 
and to have some small part in it, and 
it is just a small part to play in it. But 
it is men like the distinguished Senator 
from Tilinois, who brought the sense of 
urgency and the spirit of understanding, 
to this subject that pSrmits us to bring 
unity to the party, and I am grateful 
for his remarks. 

Mr. PERCY. I express appreciation for 
that, and I will just recall from the 
memory books that in 1957, when Presi
dent Eisenhower asked me to head a 
committee called the Committee on Pro
gram and Progress of the Republican 
Party, which led then to my chairman
ship of the Platform Committee in the 
1960 convention, the whole concept was 
to get Republicans of varying ideologies 
together. The distinguished father-in
law of the minority leader, Senator 
Everett Dirksen of Tilinois, served on the 
committee at that time, as did Bob Taft, 
as did many, many other Republicans: 
Governors, Senators, Congressmen, and 
State legislators. Forty-five Republicans 
pulled together and wrote a report called 
Decisions For A Better America, pub
lished by Doubleday in a paperback edi
tion. We cordially invited the Democrats 
to · orbit ideas, to contest our ideas, to 



July 30, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 21205 
see if they could do a better job of think
ing through ways of having the economy 
grow, ways to have our national security 
insured, ways for us to better carry out 
our foreign policy. I think it is in that 
spirit we now have a rejuvenation of the 
idea that political parties should orbit 
ideas. 

It was just not the idea of getting and 
gaining office; the question is what do 
you do, as the candidate, when you get 
that office? You can act individually, as 
many of us have, Senator DANFORTH has, 
Senator DoLE has, Senator ScHMITT has, 
Senator BAKER has, in an individual 
sense; but I think it is the greater spirit 
of the two-party system when the party 
comes together and unites on a policy 
and presents a solid front and says, 
"This is the direction in which this coun
try ought to go." 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PERCY. I just simply feel the 
country ought to know that spirit is so 
deep and so strong in the Republican 
Party in the Senate of the United States 
that we intend by that spirit and that 
thrust and the power of those ideas to 
carry forward and become the majority 
party here in the Senate of the United 
States. 

I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 

only remark a little further on one point 
made by the Senator from illinois. It is 
the responsibility of a political party to 
orbit ideas, and that is a very special and 
descriptive way to put it. It is fortunate 
that we arrive at this place to make an 
economic statement unanimous, as we 
have, and we are all proud of it. But 
it is something else, too. It is the further 
evolution and development of the two
party system in our country, because 
we are still trying to define in many ways 
how a party should perform, how we 
should make that balancing judgment 
between party disciplin~. on the one 
hand, and a party position, on the other, 
or the individuality of a Senator or Gov
ernor or Congressman, still on the other. 

I believe that in the cutting and fitting 
and trying for special efforts to reach 
accommodation, to publish detailed 
statements, as the Senator from Tilinois 
has done in years past, in the 1960 con
vention, those efforts have contributed 
to the growth and development of a 
unique American system, the two-party 
system within the framework of the con
stitutional Government. I think what we 
have done here is the best of all worlds; 
that is, a statement of party position 
with the maximum opportunity for in
dividual contribution. I thank him for 
making that point. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator. 
In conclusion, I woud like to turn to 

Senator DANFORTH. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

DECONCINI) . Under the previous order, 
the Senator from Missouri <Mr. DAN
FORTH) is recognized for not to exceed 
15 minutes. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Illi
nois. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank my distinguished 
colleague. I would like to say that having 
worked with Senator DANFORTH on parts 
of this package, I was extraordinarily 
pleased when we approach the problem 
of taxation. We had sort of a blanket 
approach from the administration, that 
taxes cannot and should not be cut. I 
think here again Senator DANFORTH and 
I tried to demonstrate that we can find 
a way to cut taxes in a way that will be 
stimulative to the economy, to reducing 
inflation, to increasing productivity, and 
to generating savings. Giving individuals 
an incentive to save by reducing taxes on 
dividend income and savings income, is a 
way to cut taxes for the individual that 
stimulates the economy in the right way. 
Increasing amortization and deprecia
tion allowances will increase also the 
productivity of America, reduce infla
tion, lower our selling costs, and increase 
our shipments abroad. 

I expect and hope that the new Secre
tary of the T'reasury, Mr. Miller, will be 
supportive of those concepts and ideas. 
I thank my distinguished colleague for 
his great leadership in this field. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the comments of the Senator 
from illinois. 

Mr. President, today the American 
economy is in a recession. This was ad
mitted by the chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board and the nominee for 
Secretary of the Treasury, William Mil
ler, before the Senate Finance Commit
tee last week. 

The question is, What are we as a 
country going to do about it? 

S . 1597-SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT 

ENCOURAGEMENT ACT OF 1979 

The Republicans in the Senate have 
some ideas. They are not new ideas. The 
bill that I have introduced this morning 
with 41 Republican Senators as cospon
sors is actually a composite of three other 
bills which have been introduced: S. 
1542, introduced by Senator PERCY, relat
ing to personal savings; S. 1435, intro
duced by Senator NELSON, with respect 
to depreciation, and my own bill, S. 700, 
with respect to tax credits for research 
and development. 

As a matter of fact, Republicans in the 
Senate have been talking about these 
concepts of encouraging savings, of en
couraging more investment in new plants 
and equipment, and more investment in 
research and development for the past 
2Yz years. Although we are just now en
tering a recession, the economy has been 
suffering through a prolonged period of 
what has been called stagflation. 

The present administration has op
posed virtually every proposal advanced 
to lay the groundwork for sustained, 
broadbased economic growth. It has 
looked instead toward "quick-fix" solu
tions like passing out $50 bills to to all 
Americans, or increasing the ranks of 
public service employees. These ideas 
have been soundly rejected by the Con-
gress, and they have also diverted our 
attention away from the long-range 
needs of the economy and of our people. 

The private enterprise system will be 
the source of jobs, income, and a rising 
standard of living in the future. Yet, 
since the mid-1960's, there has been a 
gradual erosion of the vitality and inde
pendence of the private sector. We are 
now paying a terrible price for past policy 
failures. It is our hope, and the intent 
o:f the legislation we are introducing to
day, that we can reverse this trend and 
help set the economy back on a course of 
productive growth. 

The strategy to be employed is the 
creation of a policy of savings and in
vestment. The combination of high infla
tion and current tax policy encourages 
people to spend all their income, and bor
row more. That is a perverse-no, a dan
gerous-result. We must change it. 

Perhaps the nomination of G. William 
Miller to be the Secretary of the Treas
ury signals a change of heart by the ad
ministration. We hope so. The widely re
spected Mr. Miller, the current chairman 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, has consistently advo
cated a policy of savings and investment 
during his tenure at the Fed. 

We encourage President Carter to em
brace Chairman Miller's philosophy, and 
join with the Congress in a dialog 
aimed toward the development of a new 
economic policy course. 

Mr. President, I am heartened by the 
developments of the past week where 
there have been some indications that 
the designation of William Miller as Sec
retary of the Treasury is more than just 
a change of faces in that Department, 
but is, instead, a change in economic 
policy on the part of the administration. 

A week ago today a number of admin
istration officials, including Stewart Eiz
enstat and Alfred Kahn, met with maybe 
a half dozen or more Republican Mem
bers of the Congress, both Senators and 
Representatives, to talk about the econ
omy. During that meeting the adminis
stration officials asked the Republican 
Members of Congress who were present 
what the reaction of the Republicans in 
the Congress would be to a change in 
economic policy, particularly a change 
relating to depreciation. 

The response that we gave at that time 
was encouraging. The response that we 
give today is that 41 Republican Sena
tors would enthusiastically endorse such 
a change in the administration policy. 

Then it was reported in the press that 
last Thursday morning the President 
met with certain Members of the Con
gress and him~elf at least hinted at the 
possibility of a change in tax policy. 
Again, it is the hope in this bill to en
courage such a change in the adminis
tration's policy, and to let the President 
know that if he joins us in such an effort 
we would be more than supportive. 

There is nothing wrong, Mr. President, 
with changing your mind. If you are con
vinced that the present economic poli
cits of the country, of the administration, 
do not work-and they do not work
there is nothing wrong with changing 
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your mind and adopting new policies 
which will work. Therefore, it is the hope 
of the Republican Members of the Sen
ate, 41 strong, unanimity in endorsing 
this bill and cosponsoring this bill, to 
encourage such a change, such a reversal, 
such an about face, in the administra
tion's economic policies and tax policies. 

The President will have 41 Republican 
allies along with many of our Democratic 
colleagues. 

What we are proposing, and why? The 
legislation we are introducing today 
represents only a piece of the total 
strategy, but a piece which is aimed di
rectly at reversing several very disturb
ing economic trends-namely, first, a 
very slow rate of growth in real GNP, 
second, a decline in productivity, third, 
inadequate savings by individuals, and 
fourth, a low rate of corporate invest
ment in future growth. 

( 1) SLOW GROWTH OF GNP 

Between 1962 and 1977, our GNP 
grew 3.5 percent as compared with 8.3 
percent in Japan, and 4 percent in West 
Germany. In 1978 our GNP grew 3.9 
percent. In the first quarter of 1979 it 
increased at an annual rate of only .8 
percent. Preliminary indications are that 
real GNP declined slightly in the second 
quarter. 

( 2) DECLINE IN PRODUCTIVITY 

Between 1962 and 1977 productivity in 
America grew 2.7 percent compared to 
8.4 percent in Japan, 5.5 percent in West 
Germany, 2.7 percent in the United 
Kingdom, and 5.7 percent in France. In 
1978, our productivity grew only 1.1 per
cent. In the first quarter of 1979 it fell 
at an annual rate of 3.5 percent. 

(3) INADEQUATE PERSONAL SAVINGS 

As individuals, Americans are con
sumers, not savers. Americans save a 
meager 6.5 percent of disposable income 
compared to 25 percent by the Japanese, 
15 percent by the West Germans, and 
13 percent by the British. 
( 4) LIMITED INVESTMENT IN FUTURE GROWTH 

From 1966 to 1976, America invested 
13.5 percent of its GNP in plant and 
equipment compared to 26.4 percent in 
Japan, 17.4 percent in West Germany, 
14.9 percent in the United Kingdom, 
and 16.7 percent in France. In 1978, we 
invested only 10.6 percent and in the 
first quarter of 1979, 10.8 percent (an
nual rate.) We are spending a smaller 
percent of GNP on research and devel
opment than we have historically. We 
now spend 2.25 percent on R. & D. com
pared to 2.84 percent in 1968. 

These are by no means the only prob
l€ms facing our economy. With a 13.2-
percent inflation rate since January, un
employment expected to go to 7 percent 
or higher by next year, and a Federal 
deficit of over $30 billion annually, ac
tion on a variety of fronts is called for. 

Last week Senate Republicans re
leased an economic policy statement with 
a program for the future. This bill would 
implement an important piece of that 
economic program-capital formation, 
increased personal savings, and in
creased productivity. 

The Savings and Investment Encour-

agement Act of 1979 would do three 
things: 

First. Encourage individuals to save 
more money for the future through tax 
incentives; 

Second. Encourage corporate invest
ment in new, more efficient plants and 
equipment by providing a liberal, stream
lined method of accelerated deprecia
tion; and 

Third. Encourage corporate invest
ment in research and development by 
providing a tax credit for such spending. 

The three titles of the bill would do the 
following: 

Title I would provide a tax exclusion 
for interest earned in a savings account. 
The amount excluded would be $100 per 
person and $200 per return-the same 
as the existing exclusion on dividends. In 
addition, up to $400 additional would be 
excluded for interest and dividends if the 
amounts are reinvested. 

Title II would create a simplified, ac
celerated depreciation method for re
covering capital costs in which there is 
a 10-year writeoff for buildings, a 5-
year writeoff for equipment, and a 3-
year writeoff for limited investment in 
cars and light trucks. 

Title III would provide a tax credit 
equal to 10 percent of all research and 
development spending by business. 

We are encouraged by statements 
made by Secretary of the Treasury nomi
nee William Miller. He has consistently 
advocated an accelerated depreciation 
scheme similar to the one in title II of 
our bill. He has also talked about the 
chronic problems of low levels of personal 
savings and lagging productivity growth. 

If, in fact, his nomination signals a 
new direction in this administration's 
thinking about the future course of the 
economy, we invite the President to work 
with us in designing an economic pro
gram oriented toward savings and in
vestment-the kind of program Repub
licans have been talking about for the 
past 2% years. But we are not inflexible. 
We are open to suggestions and willing 
to modify our proposals. 

The key thing is that we start moving 
in this new direction. The country is 
looking for leadership. We intend to pro
vide it. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield to the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I con
gratulate the Senator from Missouri 
and others of my colleagues who have 
joined together in this innovative, 
hopefully successful effort. It is not my 
feeling that there is any malaise across 
this land. There is concern--clearly, 
there is concern. But Americans are 
always concerned about their future 
and their children's future. I think the 
only thing we can say for sure is that 
there has been a lack of commonsense 
in Government policy, particularly 
those policies addressed by the Senator 
from Missouri and others this morning, 
policies related to the economics of this 
great land. 

There is also a lack of confidence in 
leadership, and it is with an under-

standing of that lack of confidence that 
Republicans today and in the future 
will continue to try to restore confidence 
by policies such those being articulated 
here this morning. 

The basic question that we face eco
nomically in the immediate future is how 
to create deflationary pressures in an 
economy that has gone from less than 4 
percent inflation at the beginning of the 
Carter administration to one now esti
mated to be running at about 13 percent 
inflation, and rising. 

There are a number of ways to create 
deflationary pressures. We can decrease 
the money supply, which has not worked 
too well with a high rate of increase of 
Federal spending. We can increase goods 
and services, or we can increase produc
tivity. All of those would serve us very 
well. 

Research and development by the Fed
eral Government in many areas can be 
inflationary, and we must remember 
that as we attempt to cut the Federal 
deficit. But research and development in 
the private sector has been and should 
be the principal foundation by which we 
work toward creating deflationary pres
sures in our economy; for the private 
sector is the sector that can most rapidly 
increase goods and services. It is the sec
tor of our Nation that can most rapidly 
increase productivity. But the regulatory 
and tax policies of recent times have in
hibited this effort by the private sector. 
It is the intent of the Senator from Mis
souri and certainly the intent of all his 
cosponsors to see that that changes. 

The Republican economic policy and 
the bills which are being introduced to 
implement it, now and over the next 
several weeks, will provide a vehicle to 
change the adverse trends now causing 
inflation. 

Most importantly, the policy will re
store flexibility to the Amerioan people 
in the use of their disposable income. In
creased tax reductions over a period of 
time, tax incentives for savings, tax in
centives for employment and investment, 
new plans and techniques, all are de
signed to accomplish that purpose of in
creasing Americans' ability to use their 
own income and the fruits of their labor. 
The policies we are talking about this 
morning and will continue to talk about 
are designed to rapidly reduce inflation
ary pressures by creating new goods and 
services that can use up the money sup
ply that is in excess. This can be accom
plished by an increase in savings, in
creased productivity of the American 
worker and industry, and by decreases in 
the rate of growth of Federal spending. 
Tax reductions phased to avoid infla
tionary pressures can be instituted so 
that we can reduce the budget deficits 
over the next several fiscal years. 

As related actions, it is clear we must 
also gain control over energy supply and 
energy economics. This is going to be 
addressed by the Republicans in the near 
future. It is an extremely important part 
of this total picture. Production and 
energy efficiency must go hand in hand 
as we approach the economic policies of 
this country. 

Mr. ·President, during the last session 
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of the Congress and the 1st session 
of the 96th Congress, the Commerce 
Committee conscientiously fulfilled its 
responsibility for science and technology 
oversight by holding a probing series of 
hearings on the state of research and 
development and innovation in the 
United States. 

During the 20 years following World 
War II, American technology contrib
uted to an annual rate of productivity 
increases of 3.4 percent. Since 1966, that 
rate of increase has been cut in half. 
While America is still the most produc
tive country in the world, it is clear that 
our leadership is being challenged. Other 
countries are spending higher percent
ages of their gross national product on 
research and development, and they are 
gaining the benefits of greater innova
tion and high productivity increases. 

The hearing records developed by the 
Commerce Committee to date has clearly 
pointed to excessive regulation and in
appropriate tax policies as the major 
impediments to innovation. We have only 
begun to recognize the role that R. & D. 
plays in our economy and what effect 
productivity has in this regard. 

Testimony in previous subcommittee 
hearings cited various indications of lag
ging U.S. industrial innovation. Most of 
these indicators reflect only a part of the 
innovation process-for example, R. & D. 
expenditures-are subject to very differ
ent interpretations-for example, inter
national patent "balances" or are in
fluenced by many factors other than 
technological innovation-for example, 
productivity growth and trade balances. 
However, two recent trends are more di
rectly related to innovation and are dis
turbing from the point of view of U.S. 
economic growth, productivity, and in
ternational trade competitiveness: 

First. There has been an astonishing 
drop in the formation of new small high
technology companies which have been 
responsible for a disproportionate share 
of innovations. Several years ago, 200 to 
300 new venture companies entered the 
market with new issue underwritings 
each year; in 1975 there were four. 

Second. Existing first in R. & D. inten
sive leading industries have shifted their 
investments from major new product and 
manufacturing innovations to relatively 
minor product and process improvements 
promising short-term returns. Not only 
has there been a shift from research to 
development, although total industrial 
R. & D. spending has generally kept pace 
with inflation, but there has also been a 
decline in investments in new plant and 
equipment which may incorporate new 
technology. 

Both trends repre::;ent reduced risk 
taking on the part of investors and cor
porate managers in the face of slow 
economic growth, inflation, and general 
economic uncertainty. Witnesses have 
a~serted that various Government poli
?I~s and changing Federal R. & D. prior
Ities create a new disincentive to indus
trial R. & D. and innovation; but we have 
taken relatively little action to try to al
Ieyiate .so~e of the roadblocks currently 
hmdenng mnovation. 
~· ~resident, I believe we are finally 

beguuung to recognize some of the fac-

tors that contribute to our Nation's eco
nomic well-being. Productivity and in
novation a~re concepts that are being 
talked about, and we must now make a 
conscious effort to offer incentives to spur 
innovation so that the 1980's will not be 
a time of living off of past achievements 
but a time of creatively dealing with cur
rent and future situations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcoRD an 
article dated January 16, 1978, by Louis 
Harris describing a poll that was taken 
on wha.t Americans feel makes America 
great. I think it is extremely important 
in the context of this morning's discus
sion. The first three items at the top of 
the list are rich natural resources, a 
hard-working people, and scientific re
search; then such other factors as tech
nological genius, industrial know-how, 
and a government that responds to peo
ple's needs. Those are in fact what made 
America great. It is clear that the Ameri
can people understand that. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Jan 16, 1978] 

CHANGES AHEAD IN FACTORS THAT MAKE 
AMERICA GREAT 

(By Lou Harris) 
Americans believe the combination of fac

tors that will make this country great in the 
future is somewhat different from the one 
that made it great in the past. 

In order of importance, the public attri
butes America's present greatness to "rich, 
natural resources," "a hard working people," 
"scientific research," "industrial knowhow" 
and "technological genius." As they look 
ahead, people are convinced the United 
States will depend more on scientific re
search, industrial know-how and technologi
cal genius, and work. 

Also gaining importance as factors in the 
future are "government that responds to 
people's needs," "giving every race and creed 
an equal chance to get ahead," and "a free, 
unlimited education to all qualified." 

Of 20 major factors tested in a Harvard 
Survey of 1,520 adults nationwide, six are 
projected to be more important over the 
next 25 years than they were in the past. 
The shifts: 

At the top of the list is "scientific re
search." While 89 per cent think this was 
an important factor in past greatness, 91 
per cent believe it will be a major factor in 
America's future success. 

"Technological genius" is felt to have been 
a key element in America's past greatness by 
75 per cent. Seventy-eight per cent believe 
it is a key to future national greatness, while 
80 per cent continue to think that industrial 
know-how will also be crucial. 

"A government that responds to people's 
needs" is named by 61 per cent as having 
made a major contribution to the country's 
greatness in the past. Seventy per cent think 
this will play a more important role in the 
future. 

While 59 per cent believe the "giving every 
race and creed an equal chance to get ahead" 
has been a major contributor to this coun
try's greatness in the past, 70 per cent think 
that this will be a key factor in the future. 

In the past, according to 72 per cent, a 
major contributor to the country's greatness 
was a "free, unlimited education to all qual
ified." In the future, 75 per cent think it 
will be important. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished SenatQr from 
New Mexico for his comments. They are 
exactly on the point. Today the President 

has opposed any kind of tax cut on the 
theory that any kind of tax cut is a reve
nue loss. 

The effect of this has been to artifi
cially stunt the natural growth and de
velopment of the private sector of our 
economy. 

It is a.maxim of taxation that for every 
point of increase in the rate of inflation, 
Federal income taxes go up 1.5 points. 
Therefore, the effect of the high rate of 
inflation has been a rapid growth in tax 
receipts by the Federal Government and, 
with that, an increasing share of the 
gross national product that is consumed 
by Federal taxation. 

It is our view, and it is a view which is 
consistent with the position taken by the 
Joint Economic Committee in a report 
that was issued several months ago, that 
in battling inflation we must pay atten
tion to what is called the supply side of 
the economy and encourage growth and 
productivity. 

If people's wages go up 10 percent and 
productivity goes up 10 percent, there is 
no inflation. What we have had, though, 
is a decline in productivity and, with the 
decline in productivity, inflation has gone 
up. 

What we are suggestingg today is a re
versal of economic policy by the admin
istration, a reversal of economic policy 
in a way which inspires and encourages 
growth in the private sector, growth of 
gross national product, growth in the 
economic pie, growth in productivity. 

With that, we believe we can restore 
economic health to this country. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Will the Senator yield 
for 30 seconds? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Yes. 
Mr. SCHMITT. I agree completely with 

what the Senator said, but add that the 
exciting thing about the policy that is 
contained in these three bills, that are 
the three titles he has introduced, is 
that it instantly, if passed into law, will 
create the incentive to increase research 
and development, increase productivity 
and increase job creation. 

At the same time, it phases in any ef
fect of a tax reduction. 

So it is an exciting concept and I think 
it will work. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the dis
tingiushed Senator from Missouri yield 
to the Senator from Kansas for 5 min
utes? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Kansas as much 
time as he needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as others 
have indicated, I certainly extend my 
appreciation to the distinguished Sena
tor from New York for his work on the 
Republican economic policy statement. 
There is no doubt that does give credence 
to the way Republicans can operate as a 
party. 

More specifically, the proposals of 
Senator DANFORTH and all the other Re
publicans give us an alternative to con
sider. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri, who is recognized on the 
Senate Finance Committee as the tax 
expert on the Republican side-and I 
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expect we could even extend it .to include 
the entire committee. 

After a great deal of thought and a 
great deal of work, as the distinguished 
minority leader said earlier, 41 Repub
licans have come together on proposals 
which can be supported together. The 
introduction of a bill which provides 
faster depreciation, extends the invest
ment credit for certain research and de
velopment expenditures, and increases 
incentives for saving is a step in the right 
direction. 

These three major proposals indicate 
a degree of support and commitment on 
the Republican side. 

Some will ask how much revenue loss 
will be incurred if, in fact, we might pass 
these Republican proposals. It is a le
gitimate question and one I am certain 
can be answered satisfactorily. 

Without doubt, the economy of the 
country is at a critical crossroad. It is 
not enough for us on the Republican 
side or, for that matter, on the Democrat 
side, to stand up and find fault at every 
turn with the President, the administra
tion, or some Cabinet omcial. 

It is, as the distinguished minority 
leader <Mr. BAKER) pointed out earlier, 
our responsibility to provide alterna
tives, to provide leadership as a party. 

It is my opinion that the American 
people right now are not concerned with 
Republicans, Democrats, or Independ
ents. They are looking for someone, or 
some group, to provide some leadership, 
particularly in the economic field. 

There is great interest in this Repub
lican proposal. The press, I'm sure will 
give it the attention it deserves. That, 
however, does not make policy. Policy 
is made in the committees, policy is 
made on the Senate :floor; and policy 
1s made in the Congress. 

With 41 Republicans in agreement, 
and like-minded Democrats searching 
for leadership, we can find our way out 
of the current economic morass. 

The Congress, through bold action, 
can make sure we choose the road to 
recovery. 

Mr. President, the ills which besiege 
the American economy are chronic and 
severe. The in:tlation rate has almost 
tripled in the last 3 years. Currently 
prices are increasing at an annual rate 
of nearly 14 percent. As a result, Amer
icans are finding it increasingly more 
difficult to meet the necessities of every
day life. Budget deficits plague the Fed
eral Government and distort the econ
omY. The Federal Government has not 
balanced its budget in this decade and 
seems to run a deficit regardless of the 
prevailing economic conditions. The 
value of the dollar has diminished in the 
international market. The stock market 
is sluggish, the price of gold, which re
flects the instability and lack of con
fidence in our economy, has hit record 
levels. American productivity has been 
sorely lagging, especially compared to 
other industrial competitors. Our pro
ductivity increased by 3.3 percent a year 
from 1948 to 1967, but from 1967 to 1977 
the increase was only 1.8 percent a year. 

Productivity in the last several years 
has not even been that high. 

The savings rate, previously addressed 
by other Senators, in this country is one 
of the lowest in the world. Consequently, 
we do not have the capital that industry 
needs to modernize, expand, and com
pete internationally. 

It seems to this Senator and, I am cer
tain to other Senators on both sides of 
the aisle, Mr. President, this country 
can no longer afford to pursue the 
worn-out economic and regulatory pol
icies of the past, whether in the current 
administration, a Republican or Demo
cratic administration, or the next ad
ministration. It is evident that polices 
of increasing Government regulation 
and manipulation have thwarted the 
spirit of free enterprise in this country. 

Mr. President, the program launched 
in the Senate today is a first move to
ward restoring America to its rightful 
position as the world's greatest economic 
power. 

Mr. President, as the ranking member 
of the Senate Finance Committee, I cer
tainly support what the Senator from 
Missouri specifies in reference to in
creases in the depreciation allowances. 
Increased capital recovery will be a use
ful tool revamping and upgrading Amer
ican businesses. Increased depreciation 
is particularly needed in these times of 
inflation because historical cost recov
ery is inetncient to cover replacement 
costs. 

America has fallen behind as the 
leader in technological advancement. 
Our research and development expendi
tures, for both pure and applied re
search, as a percent of national product 
has steadily eroded. 

It seems to me these proposals are but 
the first step. Increased savings is a 
critical step. We should and will provide, 
more incentive through the tax system. 

I do not know when the next tax cut 
will occur. It is a question I am not sure 
anyone can answer. However, I would not 
want this discussion to end without some 
mention of the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware <Mr. RoTH) . He has been 
a pioneer and the leading advocate of tax 
cuts to promote economic growth. It has 
been his leadership and his efforts, to
gether with the efforts of a distinguished 
Member of the House, JAcK KEMP, who 
have put the Republicans in the fore
front of across-the-board tax cuts. 

The distinguished Senator from Dela
ware <Mr. RoTH) has provided leader
ship in the past and will provide leader
ship in the future in this vital area. 

There is one additional area the Sena
tor from Kansas wishes to address. I re
call the distinguished Senator from New 
York speaking about tax indexing and 
the effects of in:tlation. I am not certain 
whether the Senator from New York 
really believes tax indexing is the an
swer. But, again, his words are a demon
stration of the give and take involved in 
working out the policy statement. 

Many Americans are disturbed by the 
fact that if they receive a cost-of-living 
adjustment, they do not have any more 
purchasing power, because they end up 
in a higher tax bracket. 

A taxpayer earning $15,000 a year 
in an economy with an 8-percent infla-

tion rate, with a cost-of-living adjust
ment, will receive $16,200 per year. The 
worker might think, as he went home 
that day, after that pay raise, he is keep
ing up with in:tlation. The truth is the 
taxpayer has been pushed into a higher 
tax bracket. The taxes are going to be 
$258 more than the previous year. There 
is no increase in buYing power. In fact, 
there is a loss because of taxing the 
American people on inflation. 

I do not suggest tax indexing is solely 
a Republican idea. It is an idea whose 
time has come. 

The distinguished Senator from Colo
rado <Mr. HART) has been working on 
indexing, on the Democratic side. Anum
ber of Republican Senators who pre
viously were in the Senate, such as Sen
ator GRIFFIN, Senator BROOKE, and Sen
ator BucKLEY, has supported indexing. In 
fact, Senator BucKLEY pioneered the 
idea of indexing the tax system. 

I have introduced S. 12, with 19 co
sponsors, which attacks the question of 
whether or not we should tax the Amer
ican people on inflation. 

Six States now have some form of in
dexing their State income taxes: Colo
rado, Arizona, Iowa, Minnesota, Wiscon
sin, and California. Two years ago, not 
one State had indexing in any form. 

So indexing is happening on a State 
level. It is going to happen on a Federal 
level one of these days, if we can find 
strong bipartisan support. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a statement on the Tax Equal
ization Act be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TAX EQUALIZATION Acr 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

(1) What is ta.xfia.tion? 
As infia.tion increases the cost of living a. 

taxpayer's income must also increase to ~n
a.ble the family to buy the same amount of 
goods and services. But, as the nominal in
come level rises, the taxpayer is pushed up 
into higher and higher tax brackets-thus, 
paying a. larger tax bill--despite the fact that 
no gain in purchasing power has been real
ized. Because of our progressive tax system, 
the taxpayer is required to pay a. higher per
centage of his earnings in taxes. Thus, al
though the taxpayer is earning more money, 
his real standard of living may actually 
decline. 

(2) How does ta.xfla.tion affect a. typical 
family? 

Consider the dilemma. of a. typical family 
of four who earns $15,000 in 1979. Being con
servative, assume an inflation rate of 8 per
cent in 1979. The family will have to earn 
$1 ,200 more in 1980 or $16,200 just to stay 
even with inflation. But, the family does not 
really stay even. While their income in
creases tiy 8 percent, their income taxes ac
tually increase by $258 or about 12.6 percent. 

The impact of tax inflation becomes even 
more dramatic as the taxpayer continues to 
climb the economic scale. A family with a. 
$30,000 a. year income in 1979 will have to 
earn $2 ,400 more in 1980 to keep pace with 
an 8 percent inflation rate. But, at a.n In
come of $32,400 the family tax bill will rise 
about $888 or 14.2 percent. 

(3) What is the Tax Equa.llza.tlon Act? 
The Tax Equalization Act is designed to 

insulate taxpayers from the tax impact of 
inflation by a.utoma.tica.lly adjusting tax lia
bilities each year to reflect increases in the 
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cost of living. The Tax Equalization Act 
would adjust the personal income tax rates, 
the personal exemption, and the zero bracket 
amount (i.e., the standard deduction) tore
flect increases in the cost of living during the 
previous year as measured by the Consumer 
Price Index. The Tax Equalization Act is ef
fective beginning with taxable year after 
1980, and will remain in effect through De
cember 31 , 1983, at which point Congress wlll 
have an opportunity to review and determine 
whether to continue the indexing adjust
r.J.ents. 

( 4) How will indexing ease the impact of 
taxftation? 

The Tax Equalization Act corrects auto
matically the income tax system to prevent 
inflation from pUSihing taxpayers into higher 
and higher tax brackets. It establishes a pro
cedure that widens all tax brackets by a pro
portion equal to the rate of inflation. It also 
adjusts the personal exemption and the zero 
bracket amount. This has the effect of hold
ing the real value of the tax rates constant 
and prevents taxpayers from being pushed 
up from one bracket to another, unless their 
!eal incomes have increased. The hypotheti
cal family of four that earns $15,000 in 1979 
with an 8 percent increase in earnings in 
1979, will be saved about $94 in the first year 
by the Tax Equalization Act. The family 
earning $30,000 would save about $498. 

(5) Does the Government have a vested 
interest in inflation? 

The Federal treasury is the prime bene
ficiary of inflation. Many economists have 
stated that when the cost of living goes up 
by 10 percent, the increased taxes flowing 
into the Federal treasury go up by as much 
as 16 percent. According to the Joint Com
mittee on Taxation, in 1978 taxes were in
creased by nearly $9 billion. Indexing is not 
a real tax cut but denies the government this 
yearly windfall tax bonus . 

(6) WUlindexing be inflationary? 
Tax indexing will not cause nor will it 

cure our ir.ftationary problems. However, in
dexing may help keep wage increase,; down. 
Without indexing, a worker realizes that a 
wage increase that just keeps pace with in
flation will push him into a higher tax 
bracket. In order for him to achieve a real 
gain, his wages must rise faster than the 
cost of living. The inflation penalty inher
ent in the present tax structure is one of 
the basic causes for inflationary wage de
mands, since workers must receive inflation
ary wage increases in excess of the cost of 
living increase simply to maintain the actual 
value of their take-home pay. 

(7) Didn't Congress just pass a tax cut? 
Because of inflation, Congress has passed 

tax cuts in each year since 1975. The Revenue 
Act of 1978 provides an $18.5 billion in tax 
reduction. However, because of inflation and 
other fe.ctors, 80 percent of our 88.5 million 
taxpayers will experience a tax increase in 
1979.· 

(8) Does indexing preclude the Congress 
from changing the Tax Code? 

Indexing the personal income tax is not 
intended to be a correction for all the in
equities in the income tax law. Adoption of 
tax indexing does not prevent any other 
changes which the President wishes to pro
pose or which the Congress wishes to enact 
Even with indexation, the Congress could 
still change the degree of progressivity in the 
tax system or the amount of income tax 
revenues collected. The Tax Equalization 
Amendment simply guarantees that taxpay
ers will not be subject to non-legislated tax 
increases. 

(9) Has indexing been tried anywhere else? 
A number of other countries have already 

adopted some form of indexing their indi
vidual income tax rates. These countries 
include Canada, France , Luxembourg, Den
mark , Israel. Brazil, the Netherlands, and 

recently, Australia. Under the Canadian ap
proach-which took effect in 1974-the per
sonal exemptions in the tax bracket are ad
justed annually by the rate of charge in the 
Consumer Price Index for the year ending 
the previous September. As a result, the 
Canadians have adjusted their tax system 
by 6.6 percent for 1974, 10.1 percent for 1975 , 
11.3 percent in 1976, and 8.6 percent in 1977. 

In the United States, Colorado, Arizona, 
Iowa, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and California 
have initiated indexed systems for the col
lection of their state income tax. 

(10) Does the public favor indexation? 
The Roper Organization, in a study re

leased to the Senate Finance Committee in 
July of 1978, indicated that the public would 
prefer an annual inflation adjustment factor 
built into the tax system by a fairly wide 
margin. According to the study, 57 % of the 
American public preferred indexation to the 
periodic tax cuts that the government has 
made from time to time to keep taxes in line 
with inflation. Only 32 % of the public pre
ferred the periodic tax cuts. 

(11) Why does the tax equalization 
amendment index only individual income 
taxes? 

The Tax Equalization Act is designed toes
tablish a simple and modest approach which 
will offer both the Congress and the .Am.eri
can people an opportunity to evaluate in
dexing on its merits. Indexing for capital 
gains, depreciation and debt involves more 
complex indexing procedures and would re
quire substantial changes in the present law. 
The Tax Equalization Act is simple and 
equitable. It would not require any changes 
in the present tax form. For these reasons, 
the Tax Equalization Act is the first step 
that needs to be taken for indexing. 

(12) Does indexing represent a change in 
fiscal policy? 

Fiscal policy since the early 1960's has 
focused on reductions of the personal income 
tax rates. Congress has legislated tax reduc
tions in personal income taxes in 1962, 1964, 
1969, 1975, 1976, 1977, and 1978. However, 
since 1965, the Congress has not cut taxes 
enough to offset the inflation-based tax in
creases that have occurred over that period. 

(13) Some economists have stated that a 
progressive tax system acts as an automatic 
stabilizer on the economy during periods of 
high inflation. Would indexing remove this 
automatic stabilizer? 

The automatic stabilizer theory is based 
on the assumption that inflation is the re
sult of an excess aggregate demand. This re
quires full employment and the sum of all 
our individual demands wlll be greater than 
the available supply of goods. The aggregate 
demand theory, however, ignores the fact 
that inflation may be caused from other sec
tors of the economy, for example, food and 
energy. 

In addition, 1! inflation and unemploy
ment are occurring simultaneously, the au
tomatic stabilizer becomes a destabilizer. It 
would be counterproductive during periods 
of high unemployment, to reduce purchas
ing power that might be used for investment 
or consumption. Indeed, the failure to in
dex the tax system made the sharp reces
sion of 1974-1975 far more severe than it 
otherwise would have been. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Missouri has 
expired. Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) is 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allo
cated to Senator STEVENS under the 
special order be given to the Senator 
from Missouri, for his control, for a con
tinuation of this colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The Senator from Missouri is recog
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield to the Sena
tor from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. As inflation increases the 
cost of living, and everyone understands 
that this is happening, the taxpayers' 
income has to increase to keep up, to buy 
the same amount of goods, the same 
amount of gasoline, the same amount of 
anything, just to stay even. 

As I have indicated through the 
example, as you receive more money just 
to stay even, because of the tax system, 
you are driven into a higher tax bracket 
and pay a higher marginal rate. That is 
the nature of our progressive tax system. 
Because the taxpayer may be earning 
more money, his standard of living 
actually is going down because of this 
concept of "bracket creep." 

For a typical family of four earning 
$15,000 if their income increases by 8 
percent, their income taxes increase by 
about 12.6 percent. 

The impact of tax infiation becomes 
even more dramatic as the taxpayer con
tinues to climb the economic scale. A 
family of four with a $30,000 a year 
income in 1979 will have to earn $2,400 
more in 1980 to keep pace with an 8 per
cent inflation rate. But, at an income of 
$32,400, the family tax bill will rise about 
$888, or 14.2 percent. 

It seems that even though we are off 
to a good start with the proposal, intro
duced today, there are other areas should 
be addressed. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico mentioned, other bills will 
be introduced by other Members, with 
widespread support, to put meat on the 
bones of the Republican economic 
package. 

There is no quick and easy solution. 
Where possible, you will find Republi
cans for the most part supporting the 
efforts of the President to get a handle 
on inflation. Inflation is not a partisan 
matter. It affects Republicans, Demo
crats, and independents. Inflation will 
stop by the efforts of the American peo
ple, along with Congress and the exec
utive branch. It will be stopped by busi
nessmen, working men and women, pro
fessional people, and farmers. It is going 
to take a united effort, and it will not be 
easy. 

We are at the crossroads; we are at a 
very important point in American his
tory. I hope that the signal that may go 
out as a result of the efforts of the task 
force of Senator JAVITs and the leader
ship of Senator BAKER and the leader
ship of Senator DANFORTH and every 
other Republican will be that the Re
publicans are ready, willing, and able to 
provide alternatives and to cooperate 
with this administration and this Con
gress. 

So I conclude as I began, by suggest
ing that this is a positive effort. It is an 
effort in which I believe every Republi
can has had a hand. The distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMS) made an excellent contribution 
to the task force economic paekage. 
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The point is that the statement cuts 
across philosophical lines on the Re
publican side. Moderates have had in
put, liberals have had input, and con
servatives have had input. The final 
package is a Republican package, a bal
anced package, and a package that the 
Senator from Kansas believes deserves 
support. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I ap

preciate the comments of the Senator 
from Kansas. They are typical of the 
kind of leadership he has provided in 
the Senate Finance Committee. 

The Senate Finance Committee truly 
is a major committee. It deals not only 
with tax policy but also with such other 
important matters as hospital cost con
tainment, health insurance, and wel
fare reform. 

For the past half year, the Senator 
from Kansas has served as the ranking 
minority member on that committee and 
has provided real leadership for us. He 
has put together a first-rate staff. He has 
worked with other Republican members 
of the Finance Committee to weld us to
gether into an effective working unit. 
Now he has characteristically provided 
leadership with respect to economic 
policy. 

There is today, I regret to say, a vac
uum of economic leadership in this 
country. What we have said, as Repub
lican Members of the Senate, is that we 
are willing to fill that vacuum; and by 
the introduction of this bill and by the 
release of our policy statement last week, 
we are filling that vacuum. 

It would be easy, in a partisan setting, 
simply to attack the administration for 
lack of leadership, simply to rejoice in 
the catastrophes that befall us, to criti
cize the high rate of inflation and the 
decline in productivity, to be negative. 

But we are not being negative. We are 
being positive. We are being affirmative. 
We are making specific proposals for 
change in economic policy. We are filling 
the leadership vacuum. 

We would hope that the administra
tion would join us. We would hope that 
the administration would reverse the 
present trend or lack of trend and would 
endorse and embrace the kind of con
cepts which we are presenting today and 
which have been presented by the nom
inee for Secretary of the Treasury, 
William Miller, in many speeches, in
cluding one made in San Francisco on 
the day on · which he was nominated, 
where he proposed exactly the kind of 
thing that is in this bill. 

If the administration changes it.s view 
and reverses its position, we are all with 
it. In introducing this bill and in making 
the proposals we did last Thursday, it is 
our hope that there will not be such 
myopic attention to each specific detail 
of each bill and each proposal that they 
will be torn apart. 

This bill that has been introduced to
day is simply the embodiment of three 
concepts with respect to capital fortna-
tion, savings, and investment in the 
future. 

The specific points in the strategies of 
the bill are, of course, open to negotia-

tion and change. But what we say to the 
administration is let us get off dead cen
ter. Let us not stay fixed in the current 
spot we are in. Let us end the drift in 
economic policy. Let us get moving. Let 
us get the country moving. Let us join 
together in a bipartisan effort, and if the 
leadership in joining together in a bi
partisan effort is not going to be fur
nished anywhere else, then we, although 
we are the minority in the Senate, are 
willing to assume such leadership and we 
do so today. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield to the Sena
tor from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I think 
the remarks of the Senator from Mis
souri and those of the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas are an appropriate 
capstone for this discussion this morning. 

It is clear that by the proposals being 
made that the Republicans recommend a 
positive economic policy to get away 
from wringing our hands about infla
tion. And let us do something about it. 
Let us create the incentives that we know 
work for this country to increase goods 
and services and to increase productiv
ity. If we do that we are starting to cut 
away at the fundamental causes of in
flation. There are other causes of infla
tion. But if we really get down to funda
mentals, it is a lack of goods and services 
to use up the available money that peo
ple are being forced to spend and it is a 
lack of productivity that further in
creases the costs of those goods and 
services. So we must do that. 

The Senator from Kansas is entirely 
right about the need for the tax cut, 
either as an indexing proposal or as an 
across-the-board tax cut. This is unlike 
the proposals of the Senator from Mis
souri that we cosponsored that would re
quire and must require a simultaneous 
reduction in Federal spending. Whereas 
in the proposals that we are talking 
about this morning, in addition to those 
tax cuts, it is not clear at all that there 
is any net revenue loss, as the Senator 
from Kansas mentioned earlier. In fact 
there probably will be a net revenue gain. 

I think it is clear from historic meas
urements that there will be such a gain. 
But we must do these things. 

Private investment in R. & D. has been 
high, but most of that investment is 
brought on by requirements the Federal 
Government has placed on the private 
sector on what normally would be done 
to increase goods and services and 
productivity. 

So again I congratulate the Senator 
from Missouri. 

I see the distinguished minority leader 
is here again. In my earlier remarks I 
failed to pay proper attention to his 
great leadership role in this effort and 
that of Senator JAVITS and others who 
have joined together today in what I 
think is clearly the right thing and posi
tive thing for the country. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from New Mexico who is a 
special talent in the Sepate and he brings 

spe:;ial freshness of insight and ability, 
and I am especially grateful for his re
marks today. 

I listened with great interest to the re
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas <Mr. DoLE) . He, also, is a special 
talent in the Senate and especially so as 
the ranking minority member of the Fi
nance Committee, which probably is 
more directly involved in the effort and 
undertaking that is described now by the 
Senator from :Missouri than any of the 
remainder of us. And we could not have 
better leadership on the Finance Com
mittee than we do in the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas. His vitality, his 
energy, and his understanding of com
plex issues will do us a great service in 
the months ahead as we consider these 
proposals and as we continue with our 
effort to implement a Republican plank. 

I wish to thank him now for what he 
has done and in advance for what I am 
sure he will do in this and in other fields 
in the days to come. 

Mr. President, it is a special privilege 
for me to see these happenings this 
morning in the Senate. In particular, I 
am delighted to see the presentation by 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York <Mr. JAviTS) of another in a series 
of comprehensive policy statements and 
adopted unanimously, in this case, by 
Republicans on a major concern of this 
Nation, our economic policy. It is especi
ally encouraging now to see the followon, 
the proposal for specific statutory en
actment of a program to implement a 
part of that undertaking, introduced by 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
and cosponsored by every one of the 
Republican Members of the Senate. 

That is truly an astonishing thing. It 
has become the rule, I believe, rather 
than the exception, that in the last 2 or 
3 years Republicans try to get together 
on general policy statements, and we 
have done so with remarkable unanim
ity. But I cannot recall a single time 
when we have unanimously cosponsored 
a particular precise piece of legislation 
to carry out those proposals. In the past 
it has been my privilege to introduce bills 
to try to implement a general range of 
objectives but usually that has been in 
my role as floor leader and without the 
endorsement or cosponsorship of many, 
sometimes not any, Republican Senators. 

Heretofore, we have placed our show 
of togetherness on the policy statement. 
But this is quite different. 

I commend the Senator from Missouri 
for what he has done in drafting this 
piece of legislation, in dealing with the 
problem with great particularity, and in 
translating the universal Republican 
support for a policy statement to unan
imous Republican backing for a specific 
statutory proposal. 

Mr. President, this bill goes far beyond 
the commonplace efforts to administer 
a quick fix to America's economic dis
tress. Instead it represents, as we have 
come to expect from the Senator from 
Missouri, a thoughtful, imaginative ap-
proach to solving both the short-term 
and the long-range causes of our eco
nomic distress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
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controlled by the Senator from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I inquire 
of the Chair what time remains under 
the series of standing orders? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order the Senator from 
Texas <Mr. TowER) is recognized for not 
to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allo
cated to the distinguished Senator from 
Texas <Mr. TowER) be assigned instead 
to the Senator from Missouri and under 
his direction and control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield now so I 
may complete this statement? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield to the Sena
tor from Tennessee. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
This legislation holds the promise of 

beginning a new era of economic vitality 
and stability in the United States, un
leashing the powerful forces of private 
enterprise, making capitalism more than 
the exclusive preserve of the well-to-do, 
making it instead a functioning and re
warding economic security · program for 
the average American citizen. 

I recommend that my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle pay particular at
tention and give special consideration to 
the proposals being made today by the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri. I 
hope they will contribute to a new na
tional economic policy which will serve 
this country in good stead in the months 
and years ahead. 

Mr. President, if the Senator from 
Missouri will permit me just another mo
ment, I pay my respects to those Repub
lican Senators who engaged in this col
loquy this morning, first, under the lead
ership of Senator JAVITS and now under 
the leadership of Senator DANFORTH. It 
has taken most of the morning. But I 
think it has been worthwhile, not just 
to celebrate the political unity and to
getherness of Republicans in the Senate, 
but also to identify our particular pro
posals, and to reiterate our faith in our 
system and our country. Our program 
offers Americans a clear choice in the 
formulation of future public policy in the 
field of econOinic affairs. 

I commend all of my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle for their willingness to 
cooperate, to concur in the statement of 
principles, and so cosponsor proposals 
made by the Senator from Missouri." 

May I express my appreciation to the 
majority leader for arranging the sched
ule of the Senate this morning so that 
we could have a rather extended period 
for presentation of this Republican 
initiative. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Missouri for yielding. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I thank the minority 
leader. He has provided the kind of lead
ership for the Republicans in the Sen
ate that has encouraged exactly the kind 
of initiative we have had today. I join 
with him in expressing our appreciation 
to the majority leader for arranging this 
schedule. 

We have taken a great deal of time, 
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most of the morning, in expressing our 
views. but I think they could really be 
summed up in a single question which the 
American people are going to have to 
answer, and that question is: Do we still 
believe in growth? Do we believe in the 
growth of this country? Do we believe in 
the growth of our economy? Do we be
lieve in future opportunity for people or 
instead do we believe that our best days 
as a country are behind us, that we have 
stopped growing, and that the role of 
Government should be increasingly 
larger and acting as an arbiter, a referee, 
as Americans fight among each other and 
muscle each other aside in an effort to 
pick over the bones of a once great 
country? 

I think what we have indicated this 
morning is that 41 of us believe in 
growth, 41 of us believe in the future, 41 
of us believe that Government policy can 
do more than act as a referee, that it 
can provide the kind of framework which 
will permit the growth and the expan
sion of the rest of the country, of the 
private sector. It is such growth that is 
so important to the future of our people. 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
the program we have proposed today is 
an important step in the development of 
a sound, stable economic policy of growth 
for this country. This Republican initia
tive eschews the wornout Keynesian 
theory that promotes economic growth 
through deficit public spending and in
flationary stimulation of demand. In
stead, we are advocating a real growth 
policy based on capital formation, im
proved productivity through research and 
development, and greater rewards for 
savings and investment. 

For too long, we have based economic 
policy on increasing demand. This policy 
has resullted in inflation and a distorted 
business cycle. Consequently, the 1970's 
have been a period of stagflation. As this 
country enters a new recessionary period 
with double-digit inflation, it is time to 
set a new course for our national eco
nomic policy. 

The proposals we are introducing today 
represents the second phase of the new 
tax policy which the Congress adopted 
last year. The Revenue Act of 1978 in
cluded the first real deduction in the tax 
on capital formation since the mid-
1960's. It was a recognition of the fact 
that the economic and tax policies that 
we had been pursuing during this decade 
were wrong. Our econ01nic policy was 
based on theories designed to fight the 
depression of the 1930's. The problems 
today are quite different from those of 
the 1930's. Our economic policy has to be 
revised to reflect contemporary problems. 

A new approach is being developed. It 
is based on the supply side of the econ
omy. Supply economics argues that only 
through increased savings and improved 
productivity will we have sustained eco
nomic growth in a stable environment. 
The bill I am cosponsoring today is not 
the ultimate answer. There are other 
approaches we should also look at such 
as capital cost recovery accounting, cap
ital gains rollovers, higher exemptions 
and tax credits for savings, and elimin
inating the tax bias in favor of consump
tion through a value added tax. 

I include with my remarks an editorial 
from today's Wall Street Journal which 
provides an interesting insight to our 
current economic problems. 

The editorial follows: 
SNAPPING BACK 

Anyone who might be wondering about 
the effects of last year's reduction in capi
tal gains tax rates would do well to 
look at the venture capital revival that has 
since occurred. We particularly urge a look 
by those who argued then-and still do in 
some cases-that yo-q can't improve capital 
formation by lightening the tax burden on it. 

Venture capital is money raised by en
trepreneurs whose only assets are their new 
ideas. Even if they turn out to be success
ful, investors must expect their capital to 
be locked up for 5 or 6 years. A decade ago 
venture capital was thriving. But along came 
the Tax Reform Act of 1969 which together 
with its subsequent revisions raised the 
maximum tax on capital gains from 25 
percent to 49 percent, reduced the write-off 
of capital losses by 50 percent, and sharply 
curtailed the deduction of interest expense 
on borrowed funds used to make an invest
ment. All in all, the rewards for success 
were cut in half, and the penalties for fail
ure were doubled. 

The effect on venture capital was devastat
ing. The ability of small companies to raise 
equity capital by public stock issues de
clined drastically, and by 1973 small com
pany issues had practically ceased. In 1977 
when the maximum tax on capital gains hit 
49 percent, equity capital from all sources 
dried up. 

The tax reformers who sold this bad bill 
of goods to the Congress said the purpose 
of it was "to make the rich pay taxes." 
Congress expected to score some easy politi
cal points, not to dry up important well
springs of economic progress. New small 
companies account for a disproportionate 
amount of new products and technologies, 
and they contribute substantially to the 
growth of the economy as a result of their 
own rapid growth and the productivity gain 
that they introduce into the economy. 

By 1978 Congress realized what it had 
done, and Rep. Bill Steiger found majority 
support in both houses for his proposal to 
reduce the capital gains tax. In November 
the rate was reduced to 28 percent. 

The response from venture capital was 
instantaneous and began in May before the 
law was passed when Senator Hansen 
rounded up 60 Senate cosponsors of the 
Steiger bill . By the end of the year venture 
capital raised by firms specializing in the 
activity rose eleven-fold over the previous 
year. In 1979 venture capital is back where 
it was 10 years ago. 

The snapback is easy to understand. In 
1969 Congress began adding to the costs of 
failure on risky new ventures, while reduc
ing the rewards of success. With risk taxed 
at the same rat e as corporate salaries, fewer 
people left comfortable employment to go off 
on their own with the ideas they couldn' t 
sell to their employers. Those still willing 
could find few financial backers. In 1978 
Congress restored incentives for assuming 
risk, and people began assuming risk once 
more. 

There is evidence that lowering the capi
tal gains tax rate had wider ripple effects. 
The Dow Jones Industrial average rose 130 
points from March to August last year as 
it became evident that there were enough 
votes in Congress to cut the capital gains 
rate. The market has since lost some of that 
exurberance but still is well above March 
1978 despite rampant inflation and a reces
sion threat. 

Equally impressive, in light of recession 
fears, is the fact that corporate expenditures 
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for new plant and equipment and for re
search and development are once again 
showing signs of life after a long period of 
stagnation. Shareholders can once again look 
with favor on managers plowing back earn
ings rather than paying them out in divi
dends. 

These signs that the economy would like 
to get back on its growth track are encour
aging challenges to the gloomy predictions 
that the growth era is over. They indicate 
that the economy responds to incentives, 
and is not in the clutches of some inexorable 
process of decline. More encouragement of 
its inclinations to grow would no doubt 
produce further benefits. 

We have in mind cutting tax rates on per
sonal income in order to lower the high 
marginal rates on real income that a decade 
of infiation has brought about, altering taxes 
on interest and dividend income in ways to 
lessen tbe tax bias against saving and pass
ing something like the Jones-Conable Capi
tal Cost Recovery Act so that businesses can 
recover their investment capital before infi.a
tion eats up their depreciation allowances. 
A little good tax law and the economy as a 
whole will snap back as rapidly as venture 
capltal.e 

ORDER FOR ALL NOMINATIONS TO 
REMAIN IN STATUS QUO DURING 
AUGUST RECESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that all nomi
nations currently being considered by 
the Senate or received by the Senate be 
considered as remaining in status quo 
during the recess of the Senate from 
August 1979 until September 1979. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
maining time under all orders for the 
recognition of Senators be yielded back, 
including my own. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business of not to extend be
yond the hour of 12:30 p.m. with state
ments therein limited to 5 minutes. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
morning business? 

There being no morning business, 
morning business is closed. 

RECESS UNTIL 12:30 P.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until 12:30 p.m. today. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 11: 59 a.m. recessed until 12:30 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. NELSON). 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1980 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
NELSON). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now proceed to the consid
eration of S. 1319, which the clerk will 
state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A b1ll (S. 1319) to authorize certain con

struction at military installations, and for 
other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate 
on this bill is limited to 2 hours, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART) and 
the Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
THURMOND), with 1 hour on any amend
ment, with the pending question to be 
the Williams amendment, with no other 
amendment to be in order, except an 
Exon amendment, and any germane 
amendment thereto, and with 30 min
utes on any debatable motion, appeal, 
or point of order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 322 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Wn.

LIAMs), for himself, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. RAN
DOLPH, Mr. PELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CRAN
STON, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. HART, Mr. MELCHER, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. LEVIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 322. 

On page 49, strike lines 5 through 13. 

Mr. HART addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I suggest the 

absence of a quorum and I ask unani
mous consent that the time not be 
charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, let me sum
marize briefly for the Senate where we 
stand at this point in time on the mili
tary construction bill. 

On July 12, 1979, the Senate considered 
this bill and completed work on all 
amendments except those relating to the 
Davis-Bacon issue. A unanimous-consent 
agreement was reached which sequen
tially referred the bill to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources for the 
purpose of reviewing the Davis-Bacon 

question only. On July 26, 1979, the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
reported the bill back to the Senate rec
ommending against any revisions to 
Davis-Bacon Act provisions. 

The bill is now before the Senate under 
a time agreement of 2 hours on the bill 
and 1 hour each on two amendments. 
Those two amendments are: First, an 
amendment by Senator WILLIAMS to 
strike section 810 from the bill, and sec
ond, an amendment by Senator ExoN, to 
revise the threshold of coverage of the 
Davis-Bacon Act from contracts costing 
$2,000 or more to contracts costing $50,-
000 or more. Under the unanimous con
sent agreement, those are the only 
amendments that will be considered. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pres
ent amendment is not directed to section 
810. It strikes lines 5 through 13 on page 
49. 

Mr. HART. I stand corrected, Mr. Pres
ident. I was just trying to get the factual 
situation clarified. 

I remind the Senate that this is an im
portant bill, containing nearly $4 billion 
in new authority to provide for the con
struction program of our Armed Forces. 
I would hope to complete action ex
peditiously. 

I yield to the Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I send 

a technical amendment to the desk, so 
that the pending amendment is directed 
at the lines of the bill as it is now before 
us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 49, strike lines 19 tl>rough 25, and 

lines 1 and 2 on page 50. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may use, within my 
allotted time. 

The question of whether the Davis
Bacon Act should continue to be applied 
to direct Federal construction activities 
of the military departments was referred 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources by the Senate on July 12, 1979, 
for its consideration. 

Our committee has done its work in 
connection with this bill promptly and 
completely. In the brief 2 weeks which 
the Senate gave us, we have had hearings 
on this issue, and we have studied it 
closely. We have issued a report, which 
has been filed with the Senate, and 
which is available to all members. 

Based on the committee's examination 
of this important question, I believe that 
we must continue to apply the Davis
Bacon Act to these contracts. I am 
pleased that I am joined by 12 of the 15 
members of the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources in this conclusion. 

It is our recommendation that section 
810 of the pending bill be deleted-and 
that the direct Federal contracts author
ized for the military departments con
tinue to be subject to the requirements of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Mr. President, the committee's recom
mendation is based on a number of 
considerations. 
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Primarily, however, we believe that 
waiving the Davis-Bacon Act's require
ments for these contracts would result in 
tremendous hardship for the workers in 
this highly volatile and unstable indus
try, and in distinct disadvantage to em
ployers, especially small employers, in 
the construction industry. 

The purpose of the Davis-Bacon Act is 
to prevent the exploitation of laborers by 
Government contractors by insuring that 
those contractors pay laborers on Gov
ernment contracts the wages which pre
vail in the locality. 

The Davis-Bacon Act means that the 
Government will not be a party to wage 
cutting. The act represents the Govern
ment's commitment to the welfare and 
well-being of American workers and to 
the stability of the construction industry. 

The Davis-Bacon Act means that 
when the taxpayers are party to a con
tract, they do not want the workers on 
that project to be exploited. 

This was an enlightened public policy 
in 1931, and I do not believe that it is 
any less enlightened now than it was 
48 years ago. 

Mr. President, not only do the same 
moral and ethical reasons for the 
Davis-Bacon Act remain, but the same 
practical considerations exist which 
call for the continued application of 
this act to direct Federal construction. 

These practical considerations are 
centered on the chronically high and 
cyclical unemployment in the construc
tion industry. This industry is marked 
by large upswings and downswings in 
construction activity, and is largely 
populated by small and marginal em
ployers. In short, the industry is rife with 
instability. It was so in the 1930's, and it 
is no less so in the 1970's. 

Employment characteristics in the 
construction industry are inherently un
certain. Employment varies by as much 
as 30 percent between the peak con
struction month of August and the low 
construction month of February. While 
only 2. 7 million construction workers were 
employed in February of 1978, that figure 
rose to over 3.8 million workers in Au
gust of that year. Over a million workers 
enter and leave the construction indus
try workforce every year. Moreove1·, the 
unemployment rate in the construction 
industry :fluctuates radically even in a 
stable year. The unemployment rate in 
the construction industry was in excess 
of 17 percent in February 1978, declined 
to 6.6 percent in August and rose again 
to 17.5 percent in February 1979. At the 
peak of the recent recession, the unem
ployment rate for construction workers 
was 21.6 percent in May 1975, while the 
rate for all workers was 9.1 percent. 

These workers are employed by half 
a million businesses, many of them small, 
and divided into more than 30 crafts or 
trades. 

Typically, these are not long-term em
ployment relationships. A contractor will 
bid successfully for a contract and ob
tain his skilled labor from the local con
struction market. Construction workers 
are particularly susceptible to wage cut
ting competition during periods of high 

unemployment due to short-te1m fluctu
ations in employment and unemploy
ment. This industry has limited job secu
rity, hitgh skill requirements, and a pre
ponderance of small locally oriented 
firms who exhibit keen business competi
tion due to a lack of control over many 
nonlabor construction costs. 

Mr. President, the testimony at our 
hearing indicates that not only do the 
workers in the construction industry feel 
a continuing need for the protection and 
stability offered by the Davis-Bacon Act, 
but the employers in the industry also 
see a continued need for the protection, 
and stability, which the Davis-Bacon Act 
assures. 

At our hearings, representatives of the 
National Electrical Contractor's Associa
tion told us that they opposed waiving 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Those contractors said that prevailing 
wage requirements in Federal construc
tion contracts enable them to bid on 
those contracts with the reasonable as
surance that they will be able to recruit 
the skilled workers they need to perform 
the contracts. 

Without that assurance, many of these 
small contractors would be unable to bid 
on and receive Federal contracts. 

The committee received similar views 
from representatives of the Tile Con
tractors Association and the Mason Con
tractors Associations. 

We can therefore disabuse ourselves of 
the idea that the Davis-Bacon Act pro
tects only workers. In fact, its protec
tions are valuable to employers in the 
construction industry, and most espe
cially, small employers. 

It is also clear from our hearings that 
any hypothetical cost savings which have 
been claimed if the Davis-Bacon Act is 
made inapplicable to military construc
tion is largely illusory. When the pre
vailing wage determinations under the 
Davis-Bacon Act are correctly made, 
there should be no in:flationary impact. 
The rates actually prevailing in the area 
are simply identified and reflected in the 
competitive bids on Government work. 
Claims that the act has an inflationary 
impact tend to be based on the assump
tion that determined wage rates may be 
higher in some cases than those which 
actually prevail. In fact, rather than re
alizing savings as a result of reduced 
costs, the Government may very well en
counter increased costs due to a lower 
quality of construction, increased proj
ect defaults, and increased maintenance 
as a consequence of the use of unskilled 
labor. 

The report of the Armed Services 
Committee notes that Defense Depart
ment witnesses testified that, based upon 
General Accounting Office estimates, 
cost reductions of 5 to 15 percent are pos
sible if Davis-Bacon was waived. How
ever, these estimates are based on a 1971 
GAO report. I questioned the GAO on 
those estimates in hearings before the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs earlier this year. At that 
time, the GAO testified that the projects 
selected in the 1971 study were not 
randomly selected, but were targeted 
projects and presumably were not repre-

sentative of any hypothesized budgetary 
impact. Moreover, the 1979 GAO report 
estimates an average of slightly over 3 
percent savings on 12 of 30 projects sur
veyed. This GAO report specifically notes 
on page 100 that its sample size was in
sufficient for projecting the results of 
that study to construction costs gener
ally with any statistical validity. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
Department of Defense has made no in
dependent estimate of any hypothetical 
savings by waiving the Davis-Bacon Act 
for military construction projects. To 
the contrary, the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense specifically opposes section 810 
or the military construction bill, and 
points out that "equal application of the 
act provides a stable relationship with 
contractors that undertake Federal con
struction and prevents possible labor 
difficulties and attendant delays or stop-
pages." . 

If the prevailing wage protections of 
the Davis-Bacon Act were waived, and 
wage cutting competition ensued, there 
is no evidence that any savings in wage 
costs will in fact be passed through to 
the Government. In fact, if the contrac
tor pays less than the prevailing wage, 
he is likely to be able to attract only 
underpaid and unskilled workers. 

Mr. President, what does the Govern
ment get for its money when its contrac
tors use underpaid, underskilled workers 
on construction projects? Let us make 
no mistake about it--when you offer low 
pay, you attract low-skilled workers, 
highly trained, highly skilled, highly 
efficient workers do not grow on trees, 
and they do not work for nothing. 

So, what can the Government expect 
from these underpaid, underskilled 
workers? The answer is shoddy, defi
cient, even defective work. Witnesses at 
our hearings on this bill testified that 
the work on those contracts was often 
defective and, in some cases, even 
dangerous. 

Mr. President, these military construc
tion projects are just too vital to the 
defense of our Nation to be sloppily built. 
Our military personnel have the right to 
expect that our missile sites and radar 
stations will be well constructed, and will 
be built according to specification. When 
the need is there, they must know that 
these vital installations will function 
properly. If not, the few pennies saved 
in construction, at the cost of reliable 
buildings will be a poor bargain indeed. 

Mr. President, the Davis-Bacon Act 
has been instrumental in opening the 
door of the construction industry to 
minority group members and women. 
Requirements associated with the act, 
such as apprenticeship training pro
grams, and established journeymen-ap
prenticeship ratios, have assisted in the 
development of job opportunities for the 
disadvantaged elements of our society. 
Waiving the Davis-Bacon Act for nearly 
one-fifth of direct Federal construction 
activity will surely set back this admir
able progress which has been made. 

By building our military structures in 
a manner which will insure the well be
ing of our citizens, in a manner which 
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will insure that Government contractors 
do not exploit their laborers, in a manner 
which will provide hope for a brighter 
future for all our citizens-we will be 
getting true value for our dollar. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I join 
with the overwhelming majority of the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources in recommending that the Sen
ate strike section 810 from this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEWART). The Senator from New York 
is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to associate myself altogether with the 
eloquent incisive remarks of the chair
man of the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources, our greatly admired 
neighbor from New Jersey. 

I wish to remark on a statement he 
made toward the end of his address 
about the relevance of the decision we 
are about to make today about the con
struction of the facilities for strategic 
warfare. 

This is not a bill about building bar
racks. This is a bill about constructing 
the most complex pieces of machinery 
the United States knows, the infrastruc
ture of our strategic nuclear defenses. 

I have just come, as it happens from 
a meeting of the Select Committee on 
Intelligence in which we have dealt with 
the question of verification of the SALT 
II agreement. We have been in secret 
session for a month on this, and we have 
just about now concluded. 

I have to say that there is something 
that strains credibility that we should 
have spent a month in the Capitol Dome 
going over the precise technical questions 
about what is o:Ir capacity to verify, what 
is our capacity to retailiate, what is the 
level of condition of our forces, and come 
down to the Chamber and find before us 
a proposal to turn the construction of 
that intensely complex infrastructure 
over to unskilled and underqualified 
workers. It is as if one leaves one world 
of reality for the world of unreality, al
though one might think it would be just 
the opposite. 

Mr. President, this amendment is of
fensive. It comes with ill grace a year 
after the President presented the Senate 
with a proposal to make the first ad
vances in labor legislation since the New 
Deal. The Senate did not act. Despite the 
noble efforts of Senator WILLIAMS, our 
Senate did nothing. Now finding that we 
did not advance on the New Deal, it is 
proposed that we repeal the labor legis
lation of the Hoover administration. 

Davis-Bacon is an enactment of Presi
dent Hoover's administration, and a very 
important one. It has brought stability 
to an industry that did not have it and 
has greatly advanced the capacities for 
production in this field. 

Those who do not know what it is like 
to have instability in the construction 
industry will not think much of it. I can 
put it very simply: It is something you do 
not miss until you do not have it. 

In the 1950's, we had to build the great 
nuclear weapon defense system of this 
country. If we did not have skilled work
ers protected by Davis-Bacon for over a 
generation, we would not have been able 

to do it. We did do it. I remember being 
in the Department of Labor in the early 
1960's under President Kennedy and the 
extraordinary involvement of the trade 
union movement with the Defense De
partment in constructing our Minuteman 
silos, and other similar efforts like that. 
This was possible because we had a stable 
industry and a highly skilled workforce. 

What will we have if this bill goes 
through? I will tell you what we will 
have. We will deplete yet another Ameri
can resource, and do not be surprised if 
the day comes when we s·tart importing 
our construction as well as other things 
in manufacturing. 

But another point is to be made, and 
that is this: There is an unfortunate 
regional bias in these matters about 
which I am prepared ·to speak. I repre
sent a State, Mr. President, where one 
out of every seven members of the A~ 
CIO lives, and we are proud of the social 
legislation we have adopted. We are 
proud of our effort to extend that legis
lation to other parts of the country, and 
we have supported the kinds of Federal 
expenditure that go with such legislation. 
Senators from my State and my part of 
the country have stood on this floor for 
50 years and said, "Yes, let us increase 
the Federal budget for this purpose and 
that purpose, more public works," always 
supporting defense, never to any signifi
cant advantage of our region at all. 

I see the distinguished manager of the 
bill, the Senator from Colorado, who has 
made such an important contribution 
both to this subject and to the Armed 
Services Committee is here, and I would 
like to tell him something I said to the 
Building Trades Department of rthe AFL
CIO just earlier this year when this 
whole issue began to be discussed. I said 
to them: 

As far as the Senators from the Northeast 
are concerned, if there is going to be no 
Davis-Bacon let there be no public works. 

If anybody supposes that the Federal 
budget is a bonanza for States such as 
mine, just give us the chance to do with
out a Federal budget altogether and see 
how much better off we would be and 
how quickly we would accept it. 

No more dams, no more highways, no 
important electrification, no more canals. 
Why clone the Mississippi River if we 
are going to do it under these circum
stances? We do not have to clone the 
Mississippi River. Nobody is cloning the 
Hudson River. The pork barrel of this 
body goes places other than ours. All we 
have asked is that decent labor standards 
go with it, and if they cannot, then we 
can do without it and will do without it. 

We can stand on this floor and fight 
these propositions with exactly the same 
weapons that others have fought other 
propositions. It is bad enough that we will 
not make one step beyond the New Deal, 
but to start repealing the labor legisla
tion of Herbert Hoover suggests an at
mosphere in this body which had better 
be turned around or the American peo
ple are going to wonder what is going on 
on Capitol Hill. At least I am on the verge 
of agreeing with President Carter about 
our isolation, and having suggested that 
maybe it is time for me to sit down. 

But there is just one more thing. It 
is also important to understand the 
characteristics of the industry about 
which we speak today. 

Mr. President, the Davis-Bacon Act is 
the most important wage stabilizing piece 
of legislation in the construction indus
try. It requires that Federal construction 
contractors pay the prevailing wage for 
labor in the area where the construction 
is to occur. The Davis-Bacon Act has 
served to stabilize the volatile construc
tion industry by discouraging cut-throat 
competition by construction contractors 
who would slash out at labor standards 
in their bidding. It affirms that our Fed
eral building programs will not be under
taken at the expense of the worker who 
performs the building. By protecting the 
prevailing living standards of the con
struction worker, the act provides 
equality of opportunity for contractors 
and prevents the disturbance of the 
local economy. 

Under this standard, contractors are 
free to compete against each other's ef
ficiency, know-how and skill rather than 
in wage rates and fringe benefit levels. 

To understand the importance of the 
Davis-Bacon Act, it is necessary to under
stand some aspects of the construction 
industry. In this country the construction 
industry has always been volatile and 
intermittent in its business volume, and 
in the employment opportunities it pro
vides. Over 4 million workers are attached 
to the construction labor force. They are 
employed by about one-half million busi
nesses, and divided into more than 30 
crafts or trades. Unlike most other in
dustries, these are not long-term employ
ment relationships: Workers move from 
job to job, site to site, rarely forming per
manent attachments to a single employer. 
The intermittent nature of the work 
diminishes the effect of a sometimes 
seemingly high wage rate. Unemploy
ment has been persistently higher in this 
industry than in most others: Recently 
averaging more than 50 percent higher 
than the national average 00 percent 
construction against 6 percent national 
average). 

The potential for severe wage compe
tition is always present in the construc
tion industry. The half million small 
construction contractors are engaged in 
one of the most competitive businesses 
in the country. Because of the relatively 
high unemployment rate, the workers 
are particularly vulnerable. In fact, the 
1972 Commission on Government Pro
curement Study Group No. 2, a group 
that would likely be more concerned with 
procurement than worker protection 
found that "the wages of construction 
workers on Government construction 
would likely be adversely impacted with
out prevailing wage protection." The em
ployer has less control over other major 
cost factors in construction such as land, 
materials, and interest rates and thus is 
more likely to look at wage rates for cost 
cutting. Moreover, the cost of these fac
tors has been increasing at higher rates 
than labor costs. If the economy moves 
toward a period of slow growth of re
cession, there is a much greater likeli
hood that the pressures for wage com-
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petition will intensify given the volatility 
of the construction industry. 

The Davis-Bacon Act which was en
acted in 1931 was part of a trend that 
began much earlier. Kansas had adopted 
a prevailing wage statute in 1891. Forty 
States have now adopted "little Davis
Bacon" laws, many of them in the 
1950's and 1960's. The Davis-Bacon Act 
was a major force in preventing the com
plete disintegration of the construction 
industry in the 1930's. Its importance in 
preserving labor standards during a pe
riod of economic decline cannot be un
derstated. In this regard, it is significant 
to note that construction industry hous
ing starts for February were at their low
est level in 2 V2 years. It is beyond belief 
that at a time when many forecasters 
are predicting a recession that we would 
seriously entertain the possibility of 
abolishing one of the major stabilizing 
influences in the construction industry. 

Yet, there are those who would suggest 
that the construction worker should be 
sacrificed in the battle against inflation. 

However, the annual percentage in
creases in hourly wage rates over the 
last 7 years for construction workers has 
alreadY been lagging behind the all-in
dustry increases. Between 1971 and 1977, 
the construction workers' increases were 
5.9 percent per year, compared to the all
industry average of 7.3 percent. Between 
1975 and 1977 the gap widened: The con
struction workers' increases were 5.5 per
cent per year, and the all-industry in
creases were 7.17 percent. The April1977-
78 wage rise for construction workers was 
the smallest 12-month increase since 
1967. It is obvious that the construc
tion industry wage increases are hardly 
a major inflationary force in our 
economy. 

Under these conditions, it is apparent 
that the altering of the Davis-Bacon Act 
would risk serious economic and social 
costs. It would create havoc in the con
struction industry, giving rise to a de
gree of cut-throat competition we have 
not seen for 50 years. In the end, it is 
not only the construction worker who 
would fall victim to this false fight of 
inflation. 

Indeed, it is our local construction in
dustries who could very well fall victim 
to the low wage itinerant contractors 
who move from contract to contract un
dercutting local standards in their ruth
less search for Government contracts. 

Mr. President, no one denies that the 
Davis-Bacon Act played an important, 
indeed vital, role in preventing the com
plete disintegration of the construction 
industry in the 1930's. Since that time, 
Congress has repeatedly affirmed the 
importance of this law in stabilizing 
wage patterns in the construction indus
try by including the Davis-Bacon Act 
provision in nearly all of our laws au
thorizing federally funded construction. 

It would be a rash action in the ex
treme to alter this act as we enter a 
period of likely economic uncertainty 
over the next few years. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I 
urge my colleagues to vote to strike 
section 810 from the military construc
tion legislation. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Texas as much time as he desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am not 
surprised at the action taken by the 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee recommending deletion of section 
810 of the military construction author
ization bill. Although I was unable to at
tend the committee's hearings personal
ly, I have reviewed the testimony offered 
by the various witnesses. From this read
ing, it appears to me that relatively little 
attention was given to the question of 
saving money on defense construction, 
which is the purpose of section 810, and 
that the committee chose to focus instead 
on preserving the integrity of the Davis
Bacon Act. 

Even in its anticipated response to 
the committee, the Department of De
fense does not make one reference to 
cost savings. Instead, Assistant Secre
ta-ry Robert Pirie states that: 

I do not approve of the inclusion of sec
tion 810 into this bill because I do not favor 
the singling out of the military construction 
program from other Federal construction. 

In other words, what he is saying is 
"Don't put the monkey on my back. The 
big unions do not want this act repealed 
in any form or fashion or waived in any 
form or fashion. Don't single us out there 
over in Defense to incur the wrath of 
organized labor." 

I would reiterate again my previous 
statement that this language does not 
repeal Davis-Bacon; it does not amend 
Davis-Bacon; nor does it affect the ap
plication of the act to any other type of 
Federal construction. The purpose of 
section 810 is very simple-it will save 
tax dollars on defense construction proj
ects. 

As my colleagues are well aware, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee is 
presently holding hearings on the SALT 
II Treaty. In terms of our relative de
fense preparedness, even among those 
who favor the treaty, there is a strong 
consensus that a real growth in the level 
of defense spending must occur over the 
next few years. 

Right now, Mr. President, we have a 
backlog in military construction of 
nearly $35 billion. These projects, lo
cated in dozens of States, cannot be im
plemented because the defense budget 
simply cannot be stretched any farther 
to accommodate them and in the years 
ahead, the list will grow. 

By enacting section 810, we might 
make some headway in reaching these 
projects. Let me cite a few examples of 
how this would work: 

At the Indiantown Gap Military Res
ervation in Pennsylvania, a tank trail 
was built in 1977. The cost of that proj
ect under Davis-Bacon was $188,400. The 
same project without Davis-Bacon 
would have cost $150,720. 

At that same location a rifle range was 
also built. Under Davis-Bacon, the cost 
was $217,900. The cost without would 
have been $174,320. Conservative esti
mates show that both of these projects 
could have been completed for 20 percent 
less. 

At McGuire Air Force Base in New 

Jersey, a composite squadron facility 
constructed under Davis-Bacon cost 
$117,500. Without Davis-Bacon, the cost 
would be $86,750. Considering the fact 
that 50 percent of the project cost was 
for labor, estimates show a potential sav
ing of $30,750, or 27 percent of the total 
cost. 

Examples from testimony before the 
Human Resources Committee show sim
ilar waste. One witness cited the Davis
Bacon rates for constructing one lock on 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee waterway in
creased labor costs on that project be
tween $2 to $3 million-and that was just 
one lock. 

And in Frederick, Md., where no local 
contractors would even bid on a con
struction project for the Frederick Can
cer Research Center at Fort Detrick, the 
low bid was over 100 percent above the 
amount budgeted by the Federal Govern
ment. 

I cite these examples to show, Mr. 
President, that the cost estimates 'pre
sented before the Armed Services Com
mittee by Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Fliakas bear some careful consideration. 
During his testimony, Secretary Fliakas 
projected a cost savings range of $70 to 
$210 million under section 810. These are 
estimates. They could be lower, and they 
could be higher. But there would be sav
ings, and no one has disputed that fact. 

The list of unfunded projects is exten
sive, and even if we could realize $50 mil
lion in savings, maybe we could get to 
those projects in Florida, Nebraska, 
Alaska, Georgia, California, and anum
ber of other States. 

Now, Mr. President, when we discussed 
the military construction authorization 
earlier this month, I moved to refer the 
bill to the Human Resources Commit
tee for review. This was not a jurisdic
tional matter, and we could have pro
ceeded to a vote that day on the motion 
to strike section 810. I doubt that the 
outcome of that vote will vary. 

But since the committee had not 
availed itself of the opportunity to re
view the cost aspects of Davis-Bacon, I 
thought they should have the chance to 
do so. Unfortunately, the committee has 
seen fit to treat section 810 as a frontal 
assault on Davis-Bacon, which it is not. 

I would therefore remind my col
leagues once again that the purpose of 
this language is to curtail waste in de
fense spending. Perhaps the Human Re
sources Committee will take-or be 
given-other opportunities to consider 
amendments to the Davis-Bacon Act. I 
for one hope they will. But for the 
present, let us not confuse far-reaching 
amendatory efforts with this present 
motion to cut wasteful Government 
spending. 

I was interested to note that my dis
~inguished friend from New Jersey has, 
m effect, said 80 percent of the construc
tion work in this country is shoddy. That 
is to say private sector construction work 
not covered by Davis-Bacon is shoddy 
and defective, but under Davis-Bacon 
all the Federal construction work that 
is done is not shoddy; it is not defective. 
What in effect he is saying is that non
union work is shoddy and union work is 
always the best. Moreover he is in effect 
saying that even union work done in 
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the private sector, uncovered by Davis
Bacon, is shoddy and defective, and yet 
if it is done on Federal projects under 
Davis-Bacon, it is not shoddy and defec
tive. So apparently the proper conclu
sion as to the soundness of construction 
work done across this country, accord
ing to the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee, would be that all private 
construction work done in this country 
is shoddy and defective. 

Mr. President, I suggest we do not 
need Davis-Bacon application to insure 
that construction work done is done well 
and done properly. I can cite some con
struction projects around Capitol Hill 
which have had some rather substantial 
cost overruns, and in some instances the 
work has not been entirely satisfactory. 

Mr. President, I am a realist, and I 
know what is going to happen here. I 
am reasonably sure, although I would 
hope that on the way to the Chamber 
to vote my colleagues might suddenly be 
afflicted with what happened to St. Paul 
on the road to Damascus and see 
the light, and vote overwhelmingly 
against the amendment of the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Being a realist, I know that is not likely 
to happen; but what we are doing here 
today, if the amendment of the Senator 
from New Jersey prevails, is saying that 
in combating inflation there are certain 
untouchables that must prevail, that 
cannot be tampered with, regardless of 
what we must do to combat inflation in 
terms of basic costs. 

Davis-Bacon does have an inflationary 
impact. There is no proof that Davis
Bacon does not cost us more money for 
construction. No one has asserted that 
it effects any cost savings: All the evi
dence is quite to the contrary. There
fore, should this amendment prevail, I 
think the Senate will have said this is 
an untouchable element in the cost of 
the inflation. 

I think we should identify these un
touchables. There will be some of them 
identified by other amendments offered 
to the bill to try to save the Government 
money, that will try to foreclose Govern
ment activity that tends to drive up costs 
in the private sector because of the 
enormous power of organized labor. 

When you think of the most influential 
single political force in the United States, 
it is the AFL-CIO; and it not likely that 
we are ever going to prevail against them. 
Anybody who thinks business has an 
inordinate influence on government is 
nuts or is uninformed, because in fact 
it is organized labor, with its control and 
discipline, that has the greatest impact 
on public policy-greater than any other 
special interest group in this country. I 
would say greater than all of them 
combined. 

They have decreed that section 810 
will not prevail and will not be permitted 
to remain in the bill, and my guess is 
that probably that decree will be 
honored. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nineteen 
minutes and seven seconds. The Sena-

tor from New Jersey has 7 minutes and 
50 seconds. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I might 
suggest to the Senator from South Caro
lina and the Senator from New Jersey 
that the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
ExoN) wants to propose an amendment. 
For my part, since I am primarily re
sponsible for section 810 in this bill, I 
would be prepared to see some time 
yielded back so Senator ExoN could be 
accommodated. 

Mr. Wn..LIAMS. Mr. President, per
haps that can be done, but before I would 
yield back I would like to point some
thing out to the Senator from Texas. 

We are good friends, and we have 
worked together on many things; and we 
oppose each other on many things, too, 
always in the best of dignity and good 
spirits. But I am rather disappointed that 
the Senator from Texas did not listen to 
my remarks as closely as I had hoped 
he would have. If he had, he would not 
have been saying some of the things he 
said that suggested I had said all non
union labor is shoddy labor. I did not 
have anything in my remarks that would 
lead the Senator to say that. 

All I am saying is that if we do not 
have the community-prevailing wage as 
a requirement on Government construc
tion contracts, we have a situation where 
there will be contractors who will under
cut the community-prevailing wage; they 
will get the job, and they will get it be
cause they do not have fully qualified 
and skilled workers coming in under the 
prevailing community wage. That is all 
I have said. 

If the Senator will look at our report, 
it will show that the prevailing wage de
terminations are about equally divided 
between union and nonunion rates. So it 
is not a union versus nonunion question, 
it is a question of a.pplying the commu
nity wage that prevails for like workers 
on like construction jobs to cur federally 
a:;sisted construction. I just wanted that 
clarified, Mr. President. I know that the 
Senator from Texas will appreciate that 
when I found error I pointed it out to 
him. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield me 2 
minutes? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the fact 
is that Davis-Bacon, in many instances, 
establishes a higher wage than what is 
actually the prevailing wage, because 
it has been acknowledged by various de
partments of the Federal Government 
that the data base that is used by the 
Labor Department in making these de
terminations is inadequate. Secretary 
Harris, when questioned about it before 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs, said they were seek
ing a better means for determining what 
the prevailing wage ought to be. 

I think there is a great deal wrong in 
the application of Davis-Bacon that 
could be cured by administrative action, 
but we have seen no movement in that 
direction. There have been complaints 
against-complaints about it. 

Let me note that in instances where 
Davis-Bacon has determined a lower 

prevailing wage than that actually pre
vailing in an area, in every instance-
and we have not found anything to the 
contrary-the prevailing wage has been 
paid anyway, in the few instances where 
the Davis-Bacon determination was too 
little. 

So the net result has not been or would 
not be for wages to fall below the estab
lished minimum wage in a given area, 
but what happens is that contractors, 
particularly in small towns, cannot 
meet the union wages which the Labor 
Department determines are the prevail
ing wage when indeed they are not. 

For example, a project 100 miles from 
Dallas, in a small town, might have to 
pay wages that are really based on the 
highest union-negotiated rate in Dallas, 
when that is not the prevailing wage in 
that area. 

Really, the effect of Davis-Bacon has 
been directly contrary to the original 
intent of the bill. I am a little bit 
touched to hear my good friend from 
New Jersey or my good friend from New 
York say how wonderful this Hoover 
legislation was. 

I wish they were as dedicated to pre
serving the legislation of the Hoover ad
ministration in other areas as they are 
this one. In fact, the original intent was 
to prevent big city contractors from 
coming into small towns and bidding low 
because they could undercut local wages. 
Now the opposite has happened. The big 
city contractors are the only ones who 
can afford to bid in many instances and 
the small-town contractor is thrust out 
of the job. The record is replete with 
examples of this. 

Mr. President, I hope that we will con
sider all these things when we vote on 
the Williams amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr-. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute, or less. I want to clear 
up a matter for my good friend from 
Texas and point out to him that on a 
county by county basis for the great State 
that he represents prevailing wage deter
minations in residential construction-of 
course, residential construction is major 
in Texas because of its rapid growth
reflected union rates in 31 counties, and 
nonunion prevailing wage rates in 223 
counties. I just want the Senator from 
Texas to realize that prevailing wage de
terminations are not necessarily union 
or nonunion, but are the community pre
vailing wage found by the statistical 
methods that the Department uses. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator yield 
1 minu~e? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Texas is a right-to-work 

State and workers are not compelled to 
join a union as a condition to the right 
to earn their daily bread. Because of the 
favorable labor-management climate 
and the high productivity of Texas labor, 
that is to say, of the major industrial 
States Texas gives a higher retuz-n on the 
labor dollar than any other State, that is 
why we have this enormous growth and 
why industries are moving to Texas. I 
would suggest that might be an example 
to the States in the Northeast to follow, 
those which are faced with economic 
stagnation. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. When there are 

pockets of poverty in the great State of 
Texas we too will respond. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield 
me 2 minutes? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield 2 minutes. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the key 

point here, and we have argued this 
time and again, is that Davis-Bacon is 
an essential effort to stabilize wage pat
terns, like the Fair Labor Standards Act 
and other comparable acts. I think Sen
ator TowER really answered the issue. 
The point is how is the prevailing wage 
determined. We have begun now to look 
into that very carefully with the Secre
tary of Labor. The finding of the Gen
eral Accounting Office, surveying 30 
cases, showed that the prevailing wage 
was exceeded in 12 cases and was under 
the prevailing level in 18 cases. 

I wish to say to the Senate that what 
we should do is to accept the Williams 
amendment and not throw out the prin
ciple of Federal stabilization of wage 
levels, because we do not like the way 
it is administered, but that we in the 
Labor and Human Resources Committee 
should zero in upon that question and 
see whether it is fair or whether there 
are any elements of unfairness. I assure 
the Senator that whatever may happen, 
it is my intention to do precisely that. 

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator from New 
York will yield--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 1 minute. 
Mr. TOWER. I appreciate the remarks 

of the distinguished Senator from New 
York. I feel that if the act had been 
more appropriately and moye equitably 
administered over the years there would 
not be tbe great pressure now to repeal 
Davis-Bacon or to leave it in terms of 
some Federal construction project. 

Mr. JAVITS. There are always great 
pressures. The rights of labor are still 
very much a struggle. But all I say, and 
I fully respect the views of the distin
guished Senator from Texas, is that this 
is an established pattern and it is in my 
judgment unwise to shake up the whole 
structure by taking this piece out of it. 
I think the way to proceed is to move 
into the administrative area. I am giving 
my assurance that I will determinedly do 
that. 

Mr. TOWER. I appreciate that. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to the pending amendment 
which would remove from the fiscal year 
1980 military construction authorization 
bill the Davis-Bacon amendment ap
proved by our committee in an 11-5 vote. 
I repeat, the Armed Services Committee 
placed this amendment in the bill by a 
11-5 vote. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
simple--it will allow us to save money. 
The Senate Armed Services Committee 
is charged with the responsibility of 
meeting our military construction re
quirements in the most efficient and eco
nomical manner possible. 

ANNUAL SAVINGS OF $70-$210 MU.LION 

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. Perry Fliakas, testified dur
ing our bearings that by waiving the $1.4 

billion in this bill which comes under the 
Davis-Bacon Act we could save from $70 
to $210 million in this 1 year alone. 

Mr. President, if we can save tbe tax
payers from $70 million to $210 million 
this year by waiving the Davis-Bacon 
Act, do we not have a duty to do tbat? 

Thus, a. considerable amount of tbe 
taxpayer's hard earned dollars can be 
saved by simply allowing the military 
construction projects to come under the 
same wage guidelines that any private 
citizen pays when a project is con
structed. Why should the Senate want to 
add to the costs of tax funded projects 
when a cheaper, yet equitable, course is 
open to us? 

INFLATION FIGHTER 

The Nation is now reeling under the 
impact of double digit inflation. Every 
American's paycheck is buying less. 

The General Accounting Office has 
found without qualification that out
moded Davis-Bacon laws are feeding 
that inflation without good cause. We 
must protect the interests of the tax
payer, only Congress can do that and our 
responsibility is clear. 

CHANCE FOR SAVINGS 

Thus, by retaining this amendment we 
can reduce tbe costs of the Defense De
partment without any degradation in 
our military strength. Here is an oppor
tunity to cut defense costs. Here is an 
opportunity to test the impact of tbe 
Davis-Bacon law in our current econ
omy. Here is an opportunity to eliminate 
an unnecessary expense which serves no 
useful military purpose whatsoever. 
Here is an opportunity to fight inflation, 
the No. 1 enemy of the President, the 
No. 1 enemy of the Congress, and the 
No. 1 enemy of the American people. 

CONGRESS HAS RESPONSmn.ITY 

Mr. President, the Congress is solely 
responsible for the Government having 
to pay to contractors higher construc
tion costs than that paid by private 
builders. We can no longer afford this 
two-tier system where the Government 
pays a higher price to construct the same 
building. To do so cheapens the tax dol
lar. To do so is an inefficient use of tax 
revenues. To do so feeds the fires of in
flation. 

Presently in this country 25 percent of 
all construction work is covered under 
Davis-Bacon, that work being those 
buildings in which Government money 
is involved. Why should the Government 
be inflating costs to itself when most of 
the remaining construction industry is 
operating outside of this law and still 
paying a fair wage? 

NOT ANTI-LABOR 

This is not an anti-labor amendment, 
it is a pro-taxpayer amendment. Many 
laws now protect tbe construction worker 
and other workers which were not in 
place in 1931 when this law was passed. 
We have minimum wage laws, overtime 
laws, and many other regulations to 
assure wages are fair for the working 
person. 

GAO FINDINGS CLEAR 

The recent General Accounting Office 
report on Davis-Bacon urges repeal of 
Davis-Bacon. That is a Government 

office, responsible to the Congress. GAO 
has studied this situation for over a dec
ade, and their recommendation is sound. 
They have found the act impractical to 
administer after 50 years of effort. 

Tbey have found the act inflationary 
on the local and national economy. They 
have found the act having the opposite 
effect of its original authors. They have 
found the act harmful to the interests 
of minority groups and small business 
operations. These findings come from 
our Nation's most respected audit agen
cy, tbe agency which is an arm of the 
Congress and free of any political pres
sures. 

WAIVER OFFERS TEST 

Mr. President, I also point out to the 
Senate that our committee is not urging 
repeal of the act in this bill, we are sim
ply waiving its coverage for the purpose 
of military construction. 

This would merely be a test; its effect 
would be minuscule compared to the wide 
ranging Davis-Bacon coverage now in 
effect. 

In this particular military construc
tion bill, we are only talking about 
around 5 percent of all U.S.-aided con
struction which comes under the Davis
Bacon Act. This amounts to about 1.5 
percent of total U.S. construction. There 
is presently a $35 billion backlog in mili
tary construction projects. Acceptance 
of this waiver could help address tbat 
huge backlog. Can we afford not to make 
this simple, very narrow test to deter
mine whether the savings would be 5 
percent and $70 million or 15 percent 
and $210 million? I cannot believe the 
Senate is opposed even to this minor ef
fort to constrain Federal costs, to fight 
inflation, to reduce unnecessary defense 
spending, to get for the taxpayer's dol
lar the same thing the private builder's 
dollar can buY. 

Mr. President, I urge rejection of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how 
much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina has 8 minutes 
and 44 seconds; the Senator from New 
Jersey has 2 II'Jnutes and 33 seconds. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that some examples 
of Davis-Bacon increasing construction 
costs be printed in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
EXAMPLE OF DAVIS-BACON INCREASING CON

STRUCTION COSTS 

SOURCE: APRIL 1979, GAO REPORT 

Project determination 76-TN-88, 
Dickson County, Tenn. 

This determination was used on a. projec-t 
for construction of a. chlorine room ,addition 
to the City of Dickson's domestic water treat
ment plant. Construction costs amounted to 
$44,130. 

Labor had never made a. survey of preva.ll
ing wages pa.id in this county. Instead, Labor 
adopted construction union wa.ge rates from 
Nashville, Tennessee, as the preva.Ulng rates 
for Dickson County-which is a. rural non
contiguous county about 30 miles from the 
Nashvllle metropolis. 
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Also, four of the seven bidders (including 

the successful bidder) were from the nonad
jacent county-none were frOIIIl Dickson. One 
of the three subcontractors was looal, the 
other two were from communities about 24 
and 28 miles, respectively, from Dickson. 

All but 4 of the 32 rates issued by Us,bor 
were union-negotiated rates based on a sur
vey, completed in 1972, of projects in the 
nonadjacent county. Our survey in Dickson 
County showed that nonunion rates pre
vailed and that all were substantially lower. 
The following a.re some examples of d11Ier
ences we noted: 

Labor Prevail ing 
hourly hourly 

rates rates in 
Classification issued locality Difference 

Bricklayer ______ _____ $8. 00 $4.50 $3.50 
Carpenter- - --- --- -- - - 8. 26 4. 50 3. 76 
Electrician __ - -- -- -- -- 8.65 5.00 3. 65 Labor, unskilled __ ____ 4.65 2. 50 2.15 Painter, brush _____ ___ 6. 95 3. 88 3.07 Plumber __ ___ ____ __ __ 8. 94 4. 50 4.44 
Truck driver----- ---- 4. 90 3. 75 1.15 
Bulldozer operator ____ 8.15 4.25 3.90 

Labor costs paid on the project at the 
rates required by Labor amounted to $10,-
546--.a.bout 36 percent more than those pre
vailing in the locality. Labor costs at pre
vailing rates in the locality totaled $7,759. 
Total construction costs may have been 
increased by about 6.7 percent. 

Project determination 76-CA-7, 
Kings County, Calif. 

This determination was used on two ex
terior painting contracts at the Naval Air 
Station at Lemoore, California. The total 
costs of the two projects amounted to $286,-
352. Although the invitation for bids was 
sent to local contractors, the majority of 
the bidders (six of eight on one contract 
and all the bidders on the other) were lo
cated 180 miles or more from the air station. 
The successful bidders were from the Los 
Angeles area (200 miles away) and the San 
Francisco area ( 180 miles away) . Each em
ployed some local workers, but most were 
from Los Angeles, San Francisco, Arizona, 
Nevada, and one was even from New York. 

Labor had made a survey of Kings and 
adjacent Tulare counties in 1974. The wage 
specialist recommended to the Washington 
headquarters that the rate for painters not 
be issued, since the nonunion rate deter
mined was higher than the current union 
basic rate and appeared out of line with 
rates paid to other crafts. However, the wage 
specialist later recommended, and head
quarters issued, rates obtained from this 
survey on these projects. 

Following are the differences between the 
rates obtained in our survey and those 
issued by Labor. 

Prevail ing Differences 

Classification 
Labor hourly 

rate issued 
hourly rate (labor 

in local ity rate lower) 

Painter _____ __ ___ - -- - $8.80 $7.27 $1. 53 
Laborer------ - - ---- - - 3. 50 4. 19 (. 69) 

While Labor's rates are both higher and 
lower than prevailing rates, total wage costs 
on the contract were increased from $71,821 
to $83,379-16 percent. Total construction 
costs were increased by about 4 percent. 

we asked both contractors what effect a 
lower wage rate by Labor would have had 
on their bids. Both stated that if the wage 
rates had been lower their bids would have 
been correspondingly lower, because lower 
rates would be paid to their workers. 

Presented below is an example of prevailing 
rates determined in our survey, which were 
substantially lower than those issued by 
Labor. 

Project determination 76-NY-89, Otsego 
County, N.Y. 

This determination was used on a project 
that involved reconstruction (paving, grad
ing, and drainage) of an existing highway at 
a cost of $577,253. The contractor was from 
a city located in an adjacent county about 
70 miles from the project. Work was about 
50-percent complete at the time of our 
fieldwork. 

Labor issued union-negotiated rates not 
supported by a survey in the locality for 
each of the 9 classifications of workers we 
compared on the determination. With one 
exception we obtained substantially lower 
nonunion rates in our survey of wages paid 
on similar private construction in the county. 
For the exception, our survey showed a 
union-negotiated rate about $2.00 an hour 
higher for cement masons than the rate is
sued by Labor. Following are the differences 
we noted: 

Classification 

Backhoe operator_ ___ _ 
Roller operator-------
Bulldozer operator ___ _ 
Paver operator_ ___ __ _ 
Truckdriver-- -- ---- -
Carpenter_ - --- - - - - -
Asphalt raker __ -- -- - -
Laborer ______ _ - - ----
Cement mason _____ _ _ 

Prevail ing 
Labor hourly hourly rate, 

rate issued locality Difference 

$10.70 
10. 40 
10.40 
10.70 
8.44 

11.25 
8. 99 
8. 59 
9. 70 

$5.87 
4. 50 
4. 75 
6. 58 
5. 72 
7. 85 
5. 49 
3.48 

11.71 

$4 R 5. 
5. 6 
4.12 
2. 72 
3.40 
3. 50 
5. 11 

(2. 01) 

For nearly an of the classlfications the 
nonlocal contractor paid workers at pre
cisely the amounts required by Labor. 

Labor costs paid on the project at the 
rate-s required by Labor amounted to $84,-
302--123 percent more than those prevail
ing in the locality. Labor costs at preva.U
ing rates would have totaled $37,865. Total 
construction costs may have been increased 
by nearly 9 percent because of these higher 
rates. 

Mr. THURMOND. I call attention to 
just two or three projects. 

For example, in Dickson County, 
Tenn.-this is from the GAO report that 
I am quoting-for a bricklayer, the labor 
hourly rates issued were $8, whereas the 
prevailing hourly rates in Dickson Coun
ty were $4.50. That is a difference of 
$3.50. The Labor Department found the 
prevailing wage to be $3.50 higher than 
it actually was. That is a fact found by 
the GAO. 

A carpenter in the county, the GAO 
also found, earned $4.50 an hour, a dif
ference of $3.76 from what the Labor 
Department found a carpenter getting, 
$8.26. The actual prevailing wage was 
$4.50. In other words, $3.76 difference. 

For an electrician, the Labor Depart
ment found $8.65; the prevailing wage 
was only $5, a difference of $3.65. 

I just give those as illustrations to 
show how far off base the Labor Depart
ment has been. They have not been get
ting the prevailing wages. As the able 
Senator from Texas stated, if they had 
been actually using the prevailing wage, 
it would be one thing, but they are not 
doing it. They are inflating those wages. 

For instance, another one is a bulldozer 
operator. The Labor Department found 
$8.15. The actual prevailing wage is $4.25. 
That is a difference of $3.90. 

Who is paying that, Mr. President? 
The taxpayers of the country are paying 

it. The citizens of Dickson County, Tenn., 
had to pay it in this case. 

Here is another example: In Otsego 
County, N.Y., the Labor Department 
found that a backhoe operator made 
$10.70 an hour. The actual prevailing 
wage is only $5.87, a difference of $4.83. 

A roller operator, the Labor Depart
ment found was making $10.40, but the 
actual prevailing wage was $4.50, a dif
ference of $5.90. A bulldozer operator, 
the Labor Department found to have an 
hourly wage of $10.40, but the prevailing 
wage is actually $4. 75, a difference of 
$5.65. 

Mr. President, I think that is typical 
of the way this law is being administered. 
How are they going to correct it? The 
Labor Department will not correct it. So 
we are asking here simply that we waive 
this law in this particular instance. The 
General Accounting Office recommends 
it. The unions, of course, have axes to 
grind, but our first duty is to the tax
payers of this country. Our first duty 
is to the public. It seems to me that we 
ought, in this case, to waive this act 
and save the taxpayers $70 to $210 mil
lion this year. on this particular blll 
alone. That is what the GAO said we 
ean do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, DOD 
has testified that Congress could save up 
to 15 percent of military construction 
oosts in fiscal year 1980 if the Davis
Bacon waiver remams on this bill. 

The Members should realize that we 
have a $35 billion military construction 
ba.cklog-$35 billion in needed projects 
we are Wlable to fund. A savings such as 
that proposed through this waiver would 
enable many high priolity projects to be 
constructed. 

The Defense Department has supplied 
to the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee a list of these high priorit;ty projects. 
These are badly needed military con
struction projects which oould be funded 
this year if we did not have to pay the 
higher Davis-Baoon coots. These projects 
are located in many States. I would like 
to list a few: 

ARMY 

Install81tion, project, and oost: 
Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, Improve Hdq 

Fa.cility, $7.5 million. 
Fort Hood, Texas, Company Adm and Sup

ply Buildings, $2.6 million. 
Millta.ry Ocean Termina.l, New Jersey, Elec

trical Power Distribution Improvement, $.6 
mlllion. 

Fort Campbell, Kentucky, Woodla.wn Ve
hicle Bridge, $1.0 mill1on. 

Fort Bragg, North Oa.rolina, Mil1tary Oper
ations in Built-up Areas, $1.7 million. 

F'ort Slll, Okl.a.homa, Troop Support F1acil1-
ties, $3.8 million. 

Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, 
Georgia, BM!tallon Hdq and Classroom Build-
ings, $2.1 million. -

Fort Bragg, North OSJrolina, Tactioal Equip
ment Shop, $2.4 million. 

NAVY 
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con

necticut, Utility Improvements, $4.2 mllllon. 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsyl

vania, Berthing Wharf Rehabilitations, $9.4 
million. 

Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, Fire Station, 
$3.3 milllon. 
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Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, California, 
Taxiway Overlay, $4.1 million. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville, 
Florida, Aircraft Acoustical Enclosure, $3.6 
million. 

Am FORCE 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana, Alter 
Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Housing, 
$2.9 million. 

Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, Alter Un
accompanied Enlisted Personnel Housing, 
$3.0 million. 

Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico, Al
ter Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Hous
ing, $2.0 million. 

Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma, Energy 
Conservation Investment Program, $3.5 mil
lion. 

Castle Air Force Base, California, Compos
ite Medical FacULty/Dental Clinic, $14.6 mil
lion. 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michigan, Com
posite Medical Facility/Dental Clinic, $10.4 
million. 

Hill Air Force Base, Utah, Energy Conserva
tion Investment Program, $3.2 million. 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida, Energy 
Conservation Investment Program, $1.5 mil
lion. 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, because I 
believe that it is poor public policy to 
attempt to significantly modify major 
legislation in random and piecemeal 
fashion without the benefit of full bal
anced and careful consideration of all of 
the issues and implications involved, I 
support Senator WILLIAMS' effort to strike 
from the military construction authori
zation bill the waiver of Davis-Bacon re
quirements from military construction 
projects. 

It is time, at the executive and legisla
tive levels, to thoroughly examine the 
operation of the Davis-Bacon Act. The 
act has been in existence since 1931, it 
has been sharply criticized in recent 
GAO reports as being out of date and in 
need of overhaul. There are other issues 
in need of full analysis, such as the im
pact of the act's provisions on small and 
minority contractors. With the Nation 
running at unprecedented levels of in
flation, it is incumbent upon us to 
thoroughly examine all governmental re
quirements and regulations to assess in
flationary impact, and to save as much 
money as possible on Government con
tracting. But the administration and 
Congress should do this in a deliberate, 
coherent manner. We should not go 
about wildly and randomly dismantling 
fundamental pillars of labor-manage
ment relations in ill-considered, poorly 
substantiated actions. I therefore sup
port the Williams amendment. 

I also intend to support Senator 
MELCHER in his attempt to raise the 
threshold application of Davis-Bacon to 
a more reasonable, modern-day level of 
$10,000. This is a reasonable recognition 
of contract levels that have changed 
markedly since 1931. This amendment 
will have the effects of fighting inflation 
by eliminating much red-tape with re
spect to smaller contracts while not 
harming smaller contractors who rely on 
Davis-Bacon protections.• 
• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I strongly 
support the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) • striking the proposed exemption 
of military construction from the labor 

standards established by the Davis
Bacon Act. As a member of the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, I have 
carefully weighed the evidence presented 
at our recent hearings on this subject, 
and I am convinced that the exemption 
would be unwise as a matter of labor 
policy, of military construction policy, 
and of fairness and equity for workers 
and contractors alike. 

Exempting military construction from 
the labor standards provisions of Fed
eral law would induce contractors bid
ding on military projects not only to 
undercut a community's prevailing 
wages, but also to employ workers with 
less experience and skills than required 
for high-quality work. The Davis-Bacon 
Act encourages competition based on effi
cient management, design, and engineer
ing rather than on undercuttintg local 
wages and employing less productive 
wages. In military construction as with 
other Federal projects, high-quality work 
and high productivity should be our 
goals. 

Speaking for the Department of De
fense, Assistant Secretary Robert Pirie 
said: 

I do not approve of the inclusion of Sec
tion 810 into this bill because I do not favor 
the singling out of the Military Construction 
Program from other federal construction. 
Equal application of the act provides a stable 
relationship with contractors that undertake 
federal construction and prevents possible 
labor difficulties and attendent delays or 
stoppages. 

Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall also 
expressed the administration's support 
for Davis-Bacon across the board. "We 
oppose the waiver of the Davis-Bacon 
Act for military construction as provided 
in section 810 of S. 1319 as strongly as 
we oppose the repeal of the Davis-Bacon 
Act itself," Secretary Marshall said, add
ing that changing the threshold for cov
erage would not reduce paperwork re
quirements, since Davis-Bacon requires 
no additional records not required under 
other laws. 

I hope my colleagues realize that many 
contractors' associations also support 
the stability and quality assurances pro
vided by the Davis-Bacon Act. The Na
tional Electrical Contractors' Association 
noted: 

The law acts to stabilize the industry and 
to provide the government and the American 
taxpayer with valu~ for each construction 
dollar spent. It is not inherently infiation
ary. Indeed, a strong case can be made that 
it actually brings down construction costs 
while maintaining quality in the actual 
work. And it is needed--as much today to 
protect the government as the construction 
tradesman. 

I want to emphasize that this is the 
position of the National Electrical Con
tractors' Association, representing the 
employers who we are told suffer from 
the requirements of this act. The Elec
trical Contractors went on to ask: 

What happens if Davis-Bacon is removed? 
If a contractor bids a job extremely low, 
based on undercutting prevailing wages in 
one or more trades, he is simply not going to 
get skilled employees to man the job. And 
with unskilled personnel, perhaps working 
under the supervision of one or two skilled 
craftsmen, the result is going to be an in-

credible dropoff in productivity, a slowdown 
in construction costs, or a drastic lowering 
of quality-probably all three. Lower produc
tivity or job delay means increased costs to 
the owner. Reduced job quality means the 
builder-and the taxpayer--do not get full 
value for their money. Davis-Bacon, by re
quiring the payment of the prevailing wage, 
assures that quality workers will be on the 
job, that productivity will not be drastically 
reduced, and the construction schedule and 
building quality will not suffer. 

Another contractors' organization, the 
Tile Contractors' Association of America, 
stated: 

We feel that it is imperative that the 
Davis-Bacon standards be maintained in the 
Military Construction Bill. The elimination 
of the Davis-Bacon standards would only 
lead to confusion, instability and a climate 
where the contractor would be encouraged, 
if not forced, to hire workmen based on the 
cheapest wages possible, not on the skills 
that the workmen bring to a job. 

Since many tile installations are relatively 
small in dollar volume, the Association is 
also strongly opposed to any attempt to raise 
the present $2,000 threshold for Davis-Bacon 
coverage. Such a move would not only tend 
to d·iscriminate against those types of con
tractors, such as tile contractors, who fre
quently perform smaller projects, but would 
encourage the splitting up of small-to-medi
um-size projects into even smaller segments 
which would increase the cost of the overall 
project. 

I am sure that each of my colleagues 
has received one or more copies of the 
Heritage Foundation's pamphlet entitled, 
"Davis-Bacon: A Costly Contradiction." 
Interestingly, even the Heritage Founda
tion's arguments-which openly attack 
the very concept of a minimum wage in 
federally financed construction-note: 

If there was no minimum rate, co~tractors 
would, at some wage, be willing to give up 
the expertise and expense of the skilled 
craftsman in favor of the inexpensive un
skilled laborer. 

What, I ask, would be the impact on 
the quality of our military construction 
projects if skilled labor were dispensed 
with? How much would our military 
projects suffer? I have not yet heard the 
proponents of this exemption satisfac
torily answer these questions. 

It has been said that the country is 
turning to the right, perhaps back to the 
era of Herbert Hoover. Yet, ironically, 
the attempt to repeal or whittle away at 
the Davis-Bacon Act takes us back even 
farther. Herbert Hoover, in fact, signed 
the Davis-Bacon Act after being advised 
that he could not establish similar wage 
standards by Executive Order. In 1931 as 
today, construction laborers are vulner
able to wage-cutting attempts by con
tractors more concerned with submitting 
a low bid than they may be in the quality 
of construction or the living standards 
of their employees. 

Finally, I wish to address the question 
of inflation. We have heard over and over 
again that Davis-Bacon is inflationary
that, by refusing to allow Federal money 
to be spent to drive down wage levels al
ready prevailing within a locality, we 
fail to consider the impact of inflation. 
Yet I find it ironic that the opponents of 
the Williams amendment seem interested 
in fighting inflation only by decreasing 
the take-home pay of construction work
ers whose families must continue to live 



21220 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 3'0, 1979 
with the effects of this runaway in:fiation. 
Driving down wages is not the answer to 
this country's inflation problems, and we 
should not pretend that it is. 

I urge my colleagues to support our 
amendment. The Labor and Human Re
sources Committee held 2 days of hear
ings on this exemption and received 
testimony on both sides. The evidence 
presented to our committee supports the 
position of the administration, of con
struction workers, of civil rights orga
nizations, and even of some major con
tractors' associations in opposition to any 
exemptions from the Davis-Bacon Act 
for military construction. In the inter
ests of high quality and high productiv
ity in military construction, and at least 
as importantly in the interests of the 
workers who work on these projects, the 
Davis-Bacon exemption should be deleted 
from this bill. • 

Mr. wn..:LIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back my time. I know 
an amendment is waiting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back? The Senator from South 
Carolina has a little over 3 minutes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, un
less a Senator on this side wants some 
time, I yield back my time. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 471 

(Purpose : To waive the a.ppUca.tlon of the 
Da.vls-Ba.con Act in the case o! all govern
ment contracts o! $50,000 or less) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send to the 
desk an amendment to the language pro
posed to be stricken and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator !rom Nebraska. (Mr. ExoN) 
for himself and Mr. ZoRINSKY proposes a.n 
unprinted amendment numbered 471. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that further reading be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu o! the language proposed to be 

stricken, insert the following : 
SEc. 810. Subsection (a) o! the first sec

tion o! the Act o! March 3, 1931 (46 Stat. 
1494; 40 U.S.C. 276a(a)), commonly referred 
to a.s the Davis-Bacon Act, is amended by 
striking out "$2,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$50,000". 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, what are 
the time limits on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
hour; the Senator has 30 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I yield myself whatever 
time necessary for opening remarks and 
following that, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. President, I am offering this 
amendment to increase the Davis-Bacon 
threshold from $2,000 to $50,000. If we 
can pass such a measure, it will be the 
first time in nearly half a century that 
we have had the courage to modernize 
this act. 

Are we to believe that Davis-Bacon 
was-or is-so perfect in the beginning 
that it is untouchable? 

I, for one, am not in favor of repeal 
of Davis-Bacon. I am not even in favor 

of the amendment that was proposed 
by the Senator from Texas, although I 
did support that in the Armed Services 
Committee because I thought we had 
better send a message very loud and very 
clear to the administration pointing out 
the fact that it has been pointed out now 
in reports for over 20 years that Davis
Bacon, while it had some good merits, 
was not being effectively, efficiently, or 
fairly administered by the Labor De
partment. 

When I say that, I mean the Labor De
partment under this administration, and 
the one before that, and the one before 
that, and the one before that. 

What I am proposing here today is 
that we recognize that some changes and 
modernization should be made. I am in 
hope we can pass the amendment that 
I offer as an important step to correct 
and improve some of the deficiencies 
that have been pointed out. 

Support for increasing the threshold 
can be found from various informed 
groups who have objectively evaluated 
the Davis-Bacon Act, and its administra
tion by the Department of Labor for 
years. These groups include the General 
Accounting Office, the National Acad
emy of Sciences, three study groups of 
the Commission on Government Pro
curement of the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Interagency Task Force 
of the Department of Labor on Govern
ment Procurement, the Commission on 
Federal Paperwork, and the Department 
of the Interior. 

The major problem with the Davis
Bacon Act is lack of effective adminis
tration of the law by the Department of 
Labor. My amendment would eliminate 
about 50 percent of the number of con
tracts DOL would have to administer, 
thus allowing the Department to con
centrate their efforts on the remaining 
larger contracts which would amount to 
over 95 percent of all Federal construc
tion money. 

In a 1971 report, the Comptroller Gen
eral recommended that the threshold be 
increased to somewhere between $25,000 
to $100,00{) for exactly the reasons out
lined above. The report said that the 
reductions in the number of wage deter
minations resulting from the threshold 
increase would allow DOL to: First, make 
more thorough investigations, second, 
conduct more frequent on-site wage sur
veys, and third, adequately resolve pro
tests and problems that arise in making 
factual determinations. 

By freeing DOL from administering 
small contracts, where no incentive ex
ists to disrupt a community's wage scale, 
my amendment will give the agency the 
management flexibility to significantly 
improve its ability to effectively admin
ister the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Another group which supported rais
ing the threshold is the Interagency Task 
Force on Government Procurement of 
the Department of Labor. This group 
cited increases in costs since 1935 and 
administrative savings as reasons to sup
port an increase in the threshold. This 
position was supported by the Veterans' 
Administration and the Small Business 
Administration. 

When the Department of the Interior 
looked at the Davis-Bacon Act, it came 

to the same conclusion that the thresh
old should be lifted, and was joined in 
that opinion by the General Services Ad
ministration. 

When the Commission on Federal Pa
perwork made its report to the Congress 
and the President, it too called for an 
increase in the Davis-Bacon threshold. 
But I suggest that Congress has done 
nothing. 

Mr. President, my amendment will in
crease the threshold to $50,000. The vari
ous groups which have objectively looked 
at this issue have recommended thresh
olds varying from $10,000 to $100,000. My 
level of $50,000 would not be at the ex
tremes in this range, but would be a fig
ure which would provide, in my opinion, 
maximum exemption of paperwork and 
administrative costs, while leaving a very 
high percentage of Federal construction 
money-over 95 percent-still subject to 
Davis-Bacon requirements. 

Again, Mr. President, I believe the ma
jor problem with Davis-Bacon, and the 
reason the GAO has found it to be in
flationary in April, this year, is the lack 
of effective administration by the De
partment of Labor, not essentially be
cause of the law itself. 

By passing this amendment, the De
partment will be able to concentrate on 
larger contracts and improve its wage 
determinations and therefore both cut 
paperwork and reduce unnecessary infla
tion in Federal construction projects. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the time in opposition 
to the amendment be under the control 
of the Senator from New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withou~ 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I yield 

myself such time as I use to reply to the 
Senator from Nebraska, my good friend. 
He is conscientious and has made me 
work a little harder on this than I first 
anticipated. 

But, in great respect, I rise in strong 
opposition to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Nebraska. In one stroke, this 
amendment would increase the juris
dictional limit of the Davis-Bacon Act 
25-fold. 

This amendment, which would raise 
the jurisdictional threshold from $2,000 
to $50,000 would seriously affect an im
portant program in the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. For that reason, the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources re
ceived evidence and testimony on the 
effects of the amendment when it held 
hearings on section 810 of the military 
construction bill. Based on the testi
mony and statements received, the com
mittee voted to recommend to the Sen~ 
ate that this amendment be rejected. 

The effects of this amendment would 
not be limited to military construction 
alone . . 

This is a substantive amendment to the 
Davis-Bacon Act itself and would affect 
construction under that act and nearly 
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80 related acts. By our best estimates, this 
amendment would deprive one quarter of 
our workers on nearly 55 percent of our 
federally assisted construction projects 
from the prevailing wage protections of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. The amendment 
would have a substantial adverse impact 
for the workers on these projects by sub
jecting them to unfair competition from 
lower wage workers from outside the 
locality or who would not otherwise 
possess the skills or qualifications to com
pete in the construction market. I would 
ask the Senator from Nebraska, what 
good reason is there for providing wage 
protection for construction workers on 
large contracts and denying wage protec
tion to construction workers on small 
contracts? 

It is likely that this amendment would 
have a disproportionate impact on work
ers and contractors on small construction 
contracts, such as those engaged in 
painting, masonry work, tiling and the 
like, and a less severe impact on other 
skilled trades workers on large construc
tion contracts. I firmly believe that we 
must not take such an uneven and, I sug
gest, discriminatory approach. 

At the time of our hearing we heard 
testimony from the Secretary of Labor 
and others that it is the workers on small 
contracts who most need the prevailing 
wage protections of the Davis-Bacon Act 
and whose wages are most likely to be 
jeopardized in the competitive procure
ment process without statutory protec
tion. Workers on smaller construction 
contracts are likely to have very limited 
job security and intermittent employ
ment. These are precisely the construc
tion workers who are most needful of the 
wage stabilizing effects of the Davis
Bacon Act. 

It is important to note that these con
cerns are not merely the concerns of the 
workers on small construction con
tracts. In fact, many of the smaller con
tractors are deeply worried about the ef
fects that this amendment would have 
on them. Since the introduction of this 
amendment, we have received letters 
and telegrams from contractor associa
tions and their representatives from 
across the country expressing concern 
about the effects of this amendment on 
them. From the mason contactors we 
received the following telegram: 

Mason contractors in all 50 States wish to 
oppose the amendment to the mllltary con
struction b111 (S. 1319) which would exempt 
such construction from coverage under the 
Davis-Bacon wage standards. 

Any elimination of these provisions would 
lead to disruption, inconsistency and provide 
an unstable climate in the construction field 
that undoubtedly would bring an infiux of 
unskilled workmen producing end products 
of an interior quality. 

Mason contractors, for the most part, are 
small business firms and any provision to 
raise the present $2000 requirement for 
Davis-Bacon coverage would only create 
greater chaos in the industry and certainly 
would end as an inflationary, undesirable 
provision. 

We have also heard from other con
tractors and their associations such as 
the Tile Contractors Association of 
America and the National Electrical 
Contractors Association expressing grave 

concern about the effects of this 
amendment. 

It is important to understand why 
these contractors are concerned about 
this amendment. 

The Davis-Bacon Act requires no more 
than the payment of at least the prevail
ing wage in the locality on federally 
financed construction projects. Smaller 
contractors often do not permanently 
reta.in skilled construction workers, but 
hire these workers from the local labor 
pool when they successfully bid for a 
contract. In order to be competitive in 
the local construction labor market, 
small contractors must pay at least the 
prevailing wage in the area. Because the 
Davis-Bacon Act has the effect of taking 
wages out as a factor in the competitive 
bidding pro:::ess, the small local con
tractor who is trying to start or main
tain a business and attract qualified skill
ed workers at the prevailing rate can 
compete successfully with larger con
tractors. If small contractors are not 
competitive in paying at least the locally 
prevailing wage, they would lose their 
access to skilled workers who would be 
more likely to work for larger contrac
tors who do pay the prevailing wage. 

Indeed, the committee found that by 
raising the jurisdictional threshold of 
the Davis-Bacon Act, many smaller con
tractors would be seriously impeded in 
their bidding on federally assisted con
struction contra~ts. 

This amendment would have an 
especially adverse impact on minority 
contractors and their workers, many of 
whom are just now achieving entry into 
the construction market. 

The National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People 
<NAACP) has recently recognized the 
importance of maintaining the prevail
ing wage protections of the Davis-Ba!::on 
Act for minority workers. At their 70th 
annual convention in June, 1979, the 
NAACP adopted the following resolution: 

Whereas the Davis-Bacon Act protects 
construction workers from exploitation by 
requiring that prevailing wages be paid to 
employees working on fe<iemlly financed 
construction projects; and 

Whereas, through the efforts of the 
NAACP, the labor movement and other inter
ested parties, blacks arc at long last gaining 
employment in the construction trades; and, 

Whereas, there is a well financed and 
highly publicized effort on the part of the 
construction industry to secure repeal of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Be it resolved that the NAACP goes on 
record against any effort to repeal the act 
and deny workers in the construction indus
try a fair wage. 

Be it further resolved, that we call upon 
the national office and all affiliate units to 
contact their legislative representatives ex
pressing our concerns. 

It is also clear that raising the thresh
old of coverage of the Davis-Bacon Act 
would have virtually no effect in reduc
ing paperwork or administrative costs. 

The requirement that contractors sub
mit a photocopy of payroll records to 
contracting agencies is imposed not by 
the Davis-Bacon Act, but by the Cope
land Anti-Kickback Act. The Copeland 
Anti-Kickback Act was passed to protect 
the integrity of employee wages and to 

assure that employees would not be co
erced into making kickbacks of a por
tion of their wages. 

Raising the threshold requirement of 
the Davis-Bacon Act in itself would have 
no effect on the reporting requirements 
of the Copeland Anti-Kickback Act. 

The other significant administrative 
cost attributed to the Davis-Bacon Act 
is the requirement, by regulation, that 
construction contractors on federally fi
nanced projects retain their payroll rec
ords for 3 years. However, this basic 
recordkeeping requirement is already 
imposed under the Fair Labor Standards 
Act. There is no dollar volume coverage 
test for construction contractors under 
the FLSA: That is, all construction con
tractors are subject to its recordkeeping 
requirements. Thus, raising the jurisdic
tional threshold of the Davis-Bacon Act 
would have virtually no effect on the 
administrative recordkeeping and re
porting requirements of Government 
contractors, since similar reports must be 
made in any event under the above-men
tioned statutes. 

It was for these and other reasons that 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources wisely urged that the Senate re
ject this amendment. 

It is our hope, of course, that the 
Senate will follow that recommendation. 
Those who believe that protecting the 
stability of employment through the 
Federal Government paying the prevail
ing wages on construction in the com
munity is a wise policy should join in 
rejecting this very damaging amend
ment. This policy has been a wise policy 
for 48 years. Nothing has been shown 
to indicate that we should change this 
policy now. With respect to this amend
ment, raising the threshold to $50,000 
would shut off, over 50 percent of all con
tracts from coverage of Davis-Bacon. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 25 minutes and 50 seconds. 

Mr. EXON. How much time does the 
Senator from South Carolina seek? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
South Dakota wanted a few minutes, and 
then I will want about 5 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. And the Senator from 
South Dakota? 

Mr. PRESSLER. Two minutes. 
Mr. EXON. I yield 2 minutes to the 

Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. PRESSLER. I thank the Senator 

from Nebraska. 
I support the Senator's amendment. 

In a State such as South Dakota, some 
of the Davis-Bacon variations have 
proved to be very distorting and per
haps unnecessary. 

I have two or three questions I would 
like the author of the amendment to re
spond to, if possible. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. THuRMOND) did agree to yield me 
time so that we could do it on our time. 

First, in smaller towns and rural areas, 
does the amendment of the Senator 
from Nebraska have any unusual appli
cation? 
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Second, there has been a charge that 

by this supposed weakening of Davis
Bacon, it would be opened to fly-by
night contractors who would seek con
tracts by paying workers the minimum 
wage or thereabouts. 

Those are two questions, but I strong
ly support the amendment, and I com
mend the Senator from Nebraska for 
offering it. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to answer those two questions by 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

This bill simply says that in the fu
ture any Government contract that is 
under $50,000 will not be covered by 
Davis-Bacon. 

I traced the history on this a little bit. 
It goes back to the fact that when Davis
Bacon was passed in 1931, a threshold 
was set of $5,000. In 1935 that threshold 
was forced back down to $2,000. 

So, nearly a half-century ago, in 1931, 
they set a threshold of $5,000. 

If Senators had listened to the argu
ments that have been made in the 
Chamber, they would have thought that 
they set that limit in 1931 at $5,000 to 
penalize someone. No. I think the an
swer to the basic question that the Sen
ator raises is one that I wish to have 
answered. If a threshold were necessary 
in 1931 and it was $5,000, then why is 
not a modernized, up-to-date, inflation
oriented threshold allowable today? 

The Senator from New Jersey indi
cated that my amendment was a rather 
dramatic increase of something like 25 
times from the figures that he used, and 
those are scary figures. The reason that 
the threshold has to be raised so dra
matically now is the fact that Congress 
has done nothing over these highly in
flationary times to correct the threshold 
that obviously they should. 

My point is that if the threshold were 
not necessary to eliminate the smaller 
contracts and the paperwork as a result 
thereof, then certainly there would not 
have been a threshold established in the 
first instance. 

I say that when we look at $5,000 to
day, and while it is still a lot of money, 
if we compare that with the situation 
that existed in 1931, when some of us 
were alive and some of us remember 
those days, I suggest that a house that 
cost $5,000 in 1931 would cost $25,000 to
day in most places in the country and it 
would be double that in Washington, D.C. 
A Chevrolet automobile, the best one you 
could buy in 1931, was $550, and today I 
suggest you cannot buy any kind of a 
Chevrolet of the standard make for less 
than $7,000. 

So let us not be scared away by what 
appears to be a large increase. 

The facts of the matter are that the 
paperwork that my distinguished friend 
from New Jersey says would not be elim
inated would be primarily eliminated be
cause half of the contracts that the De
partment of Labor certify us that they 
enter into under Davis-Bacon would be 
under $50,000. The paperwork would be 
eliminated primarily in the Government 
bureaucracy, and I suggest there is not 
a Member of the Senate who does not 
somewhere along the line feel that we 
should start at least a tiny first step, a 

first step for a U.S. Senator, if you will, 
to start cutting down on some of the 
paperwork. 

The second part of the question of my 
colleague from South Dakota had to do 
with the regulations; is that right? 

<Mr. PRYOR assumed the chair.) 
Mr. PRESSLER. The point has been 

raised that this amendment might cause 
contractors from out of State or some
where who would win contracts by pay
ing workers the minimum wage. 

Mr. EXON. I say in answer to that 
question I have heard that point and I 
have also read the committee report, as 
has the Senator from South Dakota. 

Does he think that the Davis-Bacon 
Act was responsible for all of the high 
quality building that we have done in the 
United States of America? 

I suggest that maybe in some instances 
that point could be well taken. But if we 
are going to rely on Davis-Bacon for that 
I suggest to him it was not the original 
intent of that act, in the first instance, 
and if we a,re going to rely on Davis
Bacon to assure us quality in our build
ing, then I have to say that our procure
ment and contract procedures and in
spection must be in terrible shape in the 
U.S. Government. 

Once again back to the point I made 
a few moments ago, if we could eliminate 
a lot of this paperwork, that shuftling 
that they are doing over here in the De
partment of Labor, maybe we could get 
them to go out and do a better job on 
wage surveys than they have been doing 
in the past. 

Does that answer the Senator's ques
tion? 

Mr. PRESSLER. That answers my 
question, and I commend the Senator for 
offering the amendment and I join in 
strong support. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. ExoN) which would pro
vide that only those projects valued at 
$50,000 or more be covered under the 
Davis-Bacon Act. 

Mr. President, this amendment is just 
what the Defense Department has rec
ommended as revealed in the Military 
Construction Subcommittee hearings. 
Mr. Perry F'liakas, Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of Defense for Installations, testi
fied before our subcommittee that the 
Defense Department h-ad recommended 
the statutory threshold of $2,000 be in
creased. 

This recommendation was made by 
the Defense Department, the Depart
ment responsible for the military con
struction program. It is one of four rec
ommendations made. On page 119 of our 
hearings DOD recommends that there 
be an "increase in the statutory threshold 
of $2,000 of the Davis-Bacon Act to a 
more realistic level in view of present
day costs." 

Mr. President, the need for this in
crease was also cited by the other mili
tary witnesses appearing before our sub-

committee. Adm. D. G. Iselin, head of 
Naval Civil Works, testified as follows: 

We may run inlto some more dimculties 
than some of the other services with the 
$2,000 limit. It really does not get you much 
done these days and requires a considerable 
amount of additional work in the form of 
contract documeillt preparation. We would 
have that limit raised significantly. 

Mr. President, the report of the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
states on page 16 that-

Raising the threshold of coverage of the 
Davis-Bacon Act would not result in any ap
preciable reduction in paperwork and admin
istrative costs. 

This finding is exactly counter to the 
testimony of the witnesses before the 
Military Construction Subcommittee. 
Apparently the very people who admin
ister this program in the Defense De
partment were not called as witnesses. 
Their opinion is clear, it is in the public 
record, and it refutes the findings of the 
Labor Committee. 

Mr. President, I urge that the Senate 
accept this very modest change in the 
Davis-Bacon Act as a beginning toward 
saving the already greatly overburdened 
taxpayer some of the dollars used for 
construction projects in this country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent t1hat testimony by Mr. Fliaka.s, Dep
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense, on 
this very subject be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TESTIMONY AND ANSWERS FOR THE RECORD BY 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
PERRY J. FLIAKAS ON FY 1980 MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION BILL 
Senator Strom Thurmond posed this ques

tion to Sec. Flia.ka.s: What would be saved if 
military construction was removed from 
coverage under the Davis-Bacon Act? 

Mr. FLIAKAS. Yes, sir. I can expand on that 
for the record. I have estimated in the past, 
based on various studies including one of 
the University of Pennsylvania., that our esti
mates include anywhere from 5 to 15 percent, 
depending on the regional area., premium, if 
you will, or addition as the result of adher
ence to Davis-Bacon. 

Senator THURMOND. 5 to 15 percent? 
Mr. FLAIKAS. Yes. 
(The information to be furnished follows:) 
Approximately $1.4 billion of fiscal year 

1980 M111tary Construction Program is lo
cated within the United States and is there
by subject to the provision of the Davis
Bacon Act. The estimated construction cost 
increase due to the Davis-Bacon Act has been 
estimated to be between 5 and 15 percent. 
Using this range, approximately $70 to $210 
million might be saved in the cost of con
struction if military construction was re
moved from coverage under the Davis-Bacon 
Act. The most recent study of the Davis-Ba
con Act conducted by GAO and scheduled for 
publication on April 27, 1979, indicates that 
the increase of construction costs due to the 
Davis-Bacon Act for all government construc
tion ls estimated to be between 1 and 9 per
cent. Using the 1979 GAO figures, the overall 
range ot increased cost due to the Davis
Bacon Act would be $14 to $126 million for 
DoD construction. GAO states that the sam
ple size was insufficient for projecting the re
sults to all Federal or federally assisted con
struction costs during the year with statisti
cal validity. However, the random project 
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sampling is representative _of the increased 
costs of construction totallng several hun
dred million dollars annually for all Federal 
or federally assisted construction. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EXON. I yield to the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, section 810 
of the Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act, 1980, waives the provisions _of 
the Davis-Bacon Act as they apply to mil
itary construction contracts. I strongly 
support the waiver. 

on July 12, 1979, I addressed the Sen
ate regarding waiver of the Davis-Ba~on 
Act as it applies to military constructiOn 
contracts. In my remarks, I discussed the 
conclusions of a report by the U.S. Gen
eral Accounting Office entitled "The 
Davis-Bacon Act Should Be Repealed." 
This report, based ori almost two_ decades 
of oversight by the GAO, contains some 
very interesting examples of wasteful 
Government spending resulting from ap
plication, or should I say misapplication, 
of the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Today, the U.S. Senate has an oppor
tunity to stop some of the wasteful G~w
ernment spending that has been gomg 
on. The Committee on Labor and Hu
man Resources, in its majority opinion, 
would have us refrain from such fiscal 
responsibility. But I am not persua~ed 
by the committee's report. GAO officials 
were not even invited to testify before 
the committee. Despite this, the com
mittee failed to produce any evidence 
during 2 days of hearings to rebut the 
conclusions of the GAO report. 

Mr. President, the Armed Services 
Committee, which first considered this 
legislation, projected savings of between 
5 and 15 percent to taxpayers as a re
sult of waiving the Davis-Bacon Act as 
it applies to military construction. I am 
committed to saving taxpayers' money 
whenever and wherever I can. I intend 
to vote against the amendment to make 
military construction contracts subject 
to the Davis-Bacon Act, and encourage 
my colleagues to do likewise. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I reserve 

the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HUDDLESTON). Who yields time? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, how 

much time does remain in opposition 
to the Ex on amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 18 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am ready to yield 
time to anyone who wants to speak in 
opposition. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senators yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the fact 
is that this issue is very clear; $50,000 
would cut out such an appreciable num
ber of workers and such an appreciable 
number of contractors as to represent 
in principle a breakdown of the Davis
Bacon Act as to these Defense Depart
ment contracts. The issue of principle 
being so clear, this is not a question of 

whether $2,000 in the 1930's is an analo
gous figure to today. 

I am sure it has been mentioned al
ready that even at the extreme rate of 
inflation of the dollar it would only be 
about $10,000 on the new construction 
side. 

So as the issue of principle is so clear, 
I might S3.Y to my colleague who con
trols the time I think the thing to do 
is to get at this fundamental issue as 
soon as we can and decide how the Sen
ate feels about it. 

I hope very much that all of the argu
ments which have been made, which are 
very valid arguments to this particular 
proposition, are remembered in connec
tion with this vote, which will make such 
an appreciable change as to break down 
the structure. The structure should not 
be broken down. It is stable and condu
cive to settled and stable labor relations 
and to the quality of work which is done, 
and I hope the Senate will reject this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. EXON. I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

At this time I ask for the yeas and 
nays on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe I would be 

willing to yield back the time, if that is 
agreeable to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I see no 
one else who wishes to speak either for 
or against this measure, and I am pre
pared to yield back also the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. JAVITS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Montana. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 472 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk, a perfecting 
amendment, and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCHER) 

proposes an unprinted amendment numbered 
472. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 2, line 2 of the amendment UP--471 
delete "'$2,000'" through the end of line 3, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: " 'in 
excess of $2,000 to which the United States or 
the District of Columbi.a is a party for con
struction, alteration a.nd/or repair, includ
ing painting and decorating of public build
ings or public works of the United States or 
the District of Columbia. within the geo
graphical limits of the States of the Union or 
the District of Columbia,' and inserting 
therefor the following language: 'to which 
the United States or the District of Columbia 
is a party, in excess of: 

( 1) Except a.s provided in paragraphs ( 2) 
and (3), $10,000 for construction of public 
buildings or public works of the United 
States or the District of Columbia; 

(2) $2,000 for any ccnstruction on existing 
public buildings or public works, including 
but not limited to alteration and/ or repair, 
painting a.nd decorating, a.nd new additions 
to such buildings or works; and 

(3) $2,000 where such contract is for a part 
of a construction project in excess of $10,000: 
within the geographic limits of the States of 
the Union or the District of Columbia.,'." 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, 'the 
amendment of tlhe Senator from Ne
braska, my good friend, calls to our at
tention the faet that the jurisdictional 
threshold of the Davis-Bacon Adt has 
remained the same since 1935. We are all 
aware that the economic facts of life 
have changed somewhat since then, and 
in my opinion there is a need to adjust 
the tflh.reshold of the Davis-Bacon Act to 
reflect these changed economic condi
tions. 

However, I am deeply concerned that 
there has been too little study done of 
what an appropriate jurisdictional limit 
should be. I, for one, believe that the 
wage-stabilizing effects of the Davis
Bacon Act serve an important function 
in our construction industry. The pre
vailing wage concept is important not 
only to protect construction workers, but 
to protect small contractors in maintain
ing their ability to bid for competent and 
qualified skilled workers in the local 
construction market. 

We should therefore not entertain a 
radical departure from our long estab
lished jurisdictional thresholds without 
careful consideration of what the effects 
of such a change would be. 

The figure proposed by my friend, the 
Senator from Nebraska, $50,000, is a 
figure derived from somewhere and is 
not necessarily the result of lengthy 
study or a considered judgment on what 
the amount should be. No one knows, in 
fact, what the effects of his amendment 
would be on workers, on the Govern
ment's contracting, and on the small 
businesses which predominate the con
struction industry. Moreover, it is pos
sible that such a radical change in the 
jurisdictional threshold could have a 
devastating effect on those skilled trades 
workers and contractors, such as paint
ers, masons, and tile layers, who spend 
a significant amount of time engaged iri 
the repair and alteration of existing 
structures. Clearly, such a precipitious 
action would be unwise. I would also note 
that such a change is far more than 
what would be justified by inflation. 

While results vary depending on what 
index is used, $2,000 in 1935 dollars 
translates to $10,540 in 1979 dollars if 
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we are to use the Consumer Price Index 
prepared by the Department of Labor, 
and in that part of their preparation 
which considers the all-items index. 

Thus, the large increase proposed by 
Senator ExoN would not be justified due 
to changed economic conditions, if we 
accept this Department of Labor Con
sumer Price Index. 

I must say, Mr. President, that of all 
the indexes we have used during the 
past several decades, this index has some 
credibility and has some reliability, and 
it is because of that I offer my amend
ment today. 

However, it is not necessary for us to 
act in blind ignorance in this area. The 
fact of the matter is that there exists re
cent research and consideration on the 
question of what the appropriate thresh
old level of the Davis-Bacon Act should 
be. In 1978, the National Academy of 
Sciences, through the Building Research 
Advisory Board of the Federal Construc
tion Council, completed a review of the 
Davis-Bacon Act, and concluded that 
the jurisdictional limit should be in
creased to no lt!ss than $10,000. 

The research advisory group pointed 
out that a $10,000 limit would permit the 
use of simplified small purchase proce
dures under the Armed Services Pro
curement Act and the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act. Also, 
the $10,000 figure is consist~nt with the 
recommendations of the Commission on 
Federal Paperwork in its final report of 
June 1977. 

Now, the $10,000 threshold is consistent 
with these two findings and is a much 
preferable threshold than the much 
larger one that is presented by the Sen
ator from Nebraska's amendment. 

For these reasons, I believe we should 
move to increase the jurisdictional 
threshold to $10,000 for all new construc
tion. I must point out to my colleagues 
that we are dealing here with all new 
Federal construction, not just military 
procurement, but because of the wording 
of the amendment of my friend from 
Nebraska we are complying with his 
wording, fitting this jurisdictional level 
of $10,000 to apply to all new Federal 
construction. 

I believe we should temper the effect 
of such a change by maintaining the 
existing limit for repair or alteration of 
existing structures. That would be $2,000. 
We must also assure that new construc
tion contracts cannot be broken up so 
as to avoid the jurisdictional threshold. 
My amendment would accomplish these 
desirable results. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that we 
should be making radical and substan
tive changes to our basic labor standards 
without a full understanding of the rami
fications of our actions. However, I be
lieve that we can act responsibly and ju
diciously, and in a manner which is at 
least consistent with the available re
search and study. The available studies 
conclude that the $10,000 threshold 
limit is an appropriate limit for applica
tion of the Davis-Bacon Act on new con
struction. I believe it is appropriate to 
act now at that level, but we should do 
so on the basis of the best information 
available, and that is why the amend-

ment goes to just $10,000, rather than 
a larger amount. 

For these reasons, I would urge the 
Senate to support my amendment to the 
amendment from the Senator from Ne
braska. It is clearly the more responsible 
and judicious course for us to follow. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator have 
remaining? 

Mr. MELCHER. How much time do 
I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 22 minutes remaining. 

. Mr. MELCHER. I yield the Senator 
from New Jersey such time as he may 
require. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, I have been making 
the argument and I feel very strongly 
that the Davis-Bacon Act was wise pub
lic policy when it was enacted into law 
in 1931, and it is wise policy today. 

The threshold amount included, in 
the first Davis-Bacon Act, was $5,000. 
In 1935 it was reduced to $2,000. This 
figure has stood the test of time for 44 
years. I am very reluctant to suggest a 
change in this figure , but if there is to 
be any recognition of the inflationary 
years that we have been through, it 
would probably be best now. 

I recognize that there is a strong feel
ing for maintaining Davis-Bacon, but 
also for raising the threshold from 
$2,000 to $10,000. 

I therefore join the Senator from 
Montana in support of his amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield the Senator 
from New York whatever time he 
requires. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I support 
this amendment. It is simply an ac
knowledgement of what has happened 
in the economy. The result will be just 
about the same as when the originally 
drafted $2,000 provision was adopted. It 
might deprive about 8 percent of workers 
employed on Federal construction of pro
tection under the Davis-Bacon Act. That 
is not something that makes you happy, 
but there already is an exemption, which 
is now out of date, and this is a recogni
tion of the need for updating that 
exemption. 

I support it, and I think, for all friends 
of Davis-Bacon, it is the right conclusion 
to support; and I hope that Senators 
will. 

There is an old adage that you cannot 
beat something with nothing. What the 
Senator from Nebraska has done, I 
think, cuts into the bone in this matter. 
What the Senator from Montana pro
poses, I think, is a fair effort to deal 
with the situation as we find it, and I 
hope very much that those who believe 
that Davis-Bacon is the right course will 
rally to its support. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield to me? 

Mr. MELCHER. I am delighted to yield 
the Senator from Colorado whatever 
time he needs. 

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. President, I have resisted the 
efforts to legislate changes, particularly 
massive changes, in the application of 
the Davis-Bacon Act on the military con
struction bill. We have not had adequate 
hearings. We have not had a record cre
ated which is sufii.cient to let us know 
what we are doing. 

But it is clear that any legislation that 
has economic consequences must be sub
ject to reconsideration depending on 
changes in the economy that have oc
curred. Clearly, today a contract of $2,000 
which was based on the economy of 50 
or 60 years ago or more is not the same 
as it was then. I think the proposal put 
forward by the Senator from Montana
even though it is a change in the act, and 
one I wish we could have avoided on this 
bill, which will shortly come to a vote
because the proposal he makes is a mod
est one, will give the Senator from New 
Jersey and his committee time to consider 
the act more thoroughly, and I think it 
should have modernization, at least in 
administration, if not in its content. 

So when the vote on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Montana 
occurs, I intend to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
briefly to say--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MOYNffiAN. Will the Senator 
from Montana yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to state that in the judgment of the 
Senator from New York the proposal of 
the Senator from Montana is a sensible 
and workable compromise, and ought to 
be supported. It avoids a collision on a 
matter of principle which, one would 
have thought, long since would have been 
resolved in the Senate. It has not been. 
It is sensibly resolved by the substitute 
amendment of the Senator from Mon
tana, which I most surely will support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, do I have 
some time? Who has time on this amend
ment? Obviously the Senator from Mon
tana has 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina and the Sen
ator from Montana have the time. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator from 
South Carolina yield me 5 minutes? 

Mr . . THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have been 
very much interested in the discussion 
here. 

First, I would like to say that one of 
the Senators on the floor a moment ago 
said "You cannot beat something with 
nothing." Well, if the amendment that 
has been offered by the Senator from 
Montana is successful, then we will have 
disproved that old adage, because, with 
all due respect to my friend from Mon
tana, I would like to point out that his 
amendment to my amendment actually 
does nothing at all to the act. 



July 30, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21225 
Let us look at what the situation is. 

Maybe I do not understand the amend
ment that he offered, but right now we 
have a threshold of $2,000 below which 
Davis-Bacon does not apply. If I un
derstand his amendment, $2,000 applies 
as the threshold under his amendment, 
but he is going all the way up to $10,000-
in other words, to $9,999 Davis-Bacon 
would not apply-for the construction 
of a new building. 

I would suggest, if my interpretation of 
his amendment is accurate, then I would 
just have to say that his amendment 
does little if anything except allow the 
U.S. Senate to go through the motions 
of making a change in the Davis-Bacon 
Act, when in effect we would not be 
doing that. 

When this matter comes to a vote, if 
it does, I intend to vote against the 
amendment offered by my friend from 
Montana, because I do not think it be
gins to accomplish the desired end. 

The Senator from New York said that 
my amendment cut to the bone. I do not 
know whether he was here or not when 
I explained earlier the fact that in 1931 
the threshold of $5,000 was established, 
and then nearly half a century has gone 
by and we have not touched it. It seemed 
to be one of those untouchables. 

It seems to me that if my amendment 
cuts to the bone, then the compromise 
amendment-and I use that word ad
visedly; I do not know whose compromise 
it is, but the compromise amendment 
offered by the Senator from Montana
the blade of that compromise does not 
even touch the skin, because, practically 
and honestly speaking, it will do nothing. 

I thank my friend from South Carolina 
for yielding me 5 minutes, and I assume 
that I have used my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. My President, I 
would like to inquire of the distinguished 
Senator from Montana on two points 
here, if he has time enough to answer. 

Will the distinguished Senator from 
Montana tell us what percent of the 
Davis-Bacon projects this amendment 
would cover? 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, 24.7 
percent of the Federal construction con
tracts are for $10,000 or less. That is 
about one-fourth. 

Mr. THURMOND. What is the Sen
ator's dollar value of the Davis-Bacon 
projects, the total value? 

Mr. MELCHER. It would be a very 
small percentage of the total of the con
tracts let. It would be less than 1 per
cent rather than 2 percent, that is af
fected by the $50,000 figure offered by 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
think that answers the question as to 
whether this amendment ought to pass 
or not. It will not do any good. It is not 
helping the taxpayers any if we pass an 
amendment that effects only 1 percent 
of the dollar value. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THURMOND. I will be pleased to 

yield. 
Mr. EXON. I would like to clarify 

something. I am sure that my friend 
from Montana would not intentiona.lly 

mislead the Senate, but I think he made 
a statement that cannot be backed up 
in fact. If I heard him correctly, he said 
that if his amendment would pass, it 
would cover about 24.8 percent of the 
contracts that the Government presently 
passes out. He has overlooked taking into 
consideration the other part of his 
amendment, the $2,000 amount, and that 
covers by far the largest amount. So I 
think it is not accurate to say that if his 
amendment becomes law, it would elimi
nate 24.8 percent of the Davis-Bacon 
contracts. For the record, if he cares 
to, I would certainly like to have a cor
rection of that Doint. 

Mr. MELCHER. I will be happy to re
spond to the Senator from Nebraska so 
that it is clear. The $10,000 threshold in 
my amendment will not exclude 24.7 per
cent of all of the Federal contracts that 
are let. If I did not make that clear be
fore, I am delighted to have the chance 
todosonow. 

Mr. EXON. If I did not understand the 
Senator correctly, I want to apologize 
and correct the RECORD. How much 
would it cover? Does the Senator have 
any figures on that? 

Mr. MELCHER. The $10,000 threshold 
would not mean that 24.7 percent of all 
of the Federal contracts for construction 
would not be covered. Under my amend
ment some repair other than new con
struction would be included, even 
though the contracts might be for less 
than $10,000. 

Mr. EXON. If we can enter into a little 
colloquy by splitting time, it would be 
agreeable to me. That might 'be right, 
because the figures the Senator from 
Montana is using are basically the same 
figures that we used in developing the 
Exon amendment, which had the $50,000 
threshold. I would remind the Senator 
from Montana that in addition to $10,000 
for new construction, he is leaving the 
p:-esent threshold of $2,000, as I under
stand it, on all repairs, painting, upkeep, 
electrioal work so forth and so on. If I 
am wrong on that, I would like to be 
corrected. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Senator 
for his patience. I will attempt to make 
this very clear because I believe he has 
made a point which is well taken and one 
I had not correctly expressed. 

Of all contracts, which would include 
some that are maintenance and repair, 
24.7 percent are below $10,000 or less. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct, ac
cording to the figures I have. 

Mr. MELCHER. We agree on those 
figures? 

Mr. EXON. Yes. 
Mr. MELCHER. I unfortunately can

not respOnd to the Senator to indicate 
how many of those would be for repair 
and maintenance falling between the 
$2,000 threshold, which my amendment 
would leave in place for those contracts, 
and the $10,000 figure. 

Mr. EXON. I guess it is well that 
we---

Mr. MELCHER. I am indebted to my 
friend from Nebmska for pursuing that. 

Mr. EXON. To go back to my point I 
made earlier, I would suggest that plac
ing the construction threshold increase 
from $2,000 up to the magnificent total 

of $10,000, with which the Government 
is going to build a building, will have 
little, if any, effect whatsoever on Davis
Bacon implementation. I am sure I have 
overused my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina has 23 minutes 
and the Senator from Montana has 14 
minutes. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, very 
briefly, I think the point of legislating a 
change in this threshold at some figure 
we do not have experience with, and 
which has not been adequately studied, 
is exemplified in the discussion we have 
just completed, the discussion between 
myself and my friend from Nebraska. 
While we know how many contracts are 
let for $10,000 or less, we are not really 
sure of how many of those are repair 
or similar types of contracts. But we do 
know, based on the studies I have previ
ously cited, that the $10,000 threshold 
for new construction is a very good 
figure and one that is indicated by those 
previous studies. I think we are wise to 
use that as the threshold now. 

I think we are also wise to leave the 
threshold for repairs and maintenance 
in place at $2,000, and for the same 
reason. We are just not sure of where 
these thresholds should be changed. 

I might point out that the mainte
nance and repair contracts are, in fact, 
by their nature, much more similar to 
service contracts than most construction 
contracts. That is why my amendment 
is designed to leave those contracts at 
the $2,000 threshold. Those contracts 
may be for touchup painting, which is 
more akin to a cleaning or janitorial 
contract than it is to the construction 
of a dam or missile site or some other 
Federal construction. 

Congress saw fit to apply a $2,500 
threshold to service contracts in 1965. It 
is reasonable to retain a similarly low 
threshold for the "cousin" of the service 
contract-the maintenance and repair 
contracts in the construction industry. 

My amendment also contains a provis
ion which would make it impossible to 
break contracts into artificialJy small 
pieces in order to come under the $10,000 
fioor. The reason for raising the thresh
old in the first place is to take care of in
efficiencies which would result from ap
plying Davis-Bacon provisions to very 
small contracts. It would be ironic indeed 
if the result of modifiyng the threshold 
would be an increase in the number of 
these small contracts; thus, some pro
vision to prevent the fragmentation of 
Federal contracts is vital. We move from 
the threshold for all new Federal con
struction at the present $2,000 threshold 
to $10,000. That is, after all, a fivefold 
increase in the floor on new construction 
contracts. I think that is adequate. I 
think that is not in any way lending it
self to the illusion made by my friend 
from Nebraska, that we were not even 
getting a knife blade on the hide. 

I think we have applied the scalpel in a 
proper way. We have made some adjust
ment in this amendment, which I think is 
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reasonable and it is adequate. I hope the 
Senator can concur in it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. EXON. Will the Senator from 

South Carolina yield? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska such time as he may need. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. President, I do not want to beat a 
dead horse or even cut to the bone, but 
the facts of the matter are that we do not 
need a study to see what would be af
fected by the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Montana. I am very new 
in the U.S. Senate, but one of the things 
I have learned in the very short period 
I have been here is that, all too often, 
rather than doing something, we shuffle 
it off into a study. 

Once again, I do not want to beat a 
dead horse, but the facts of the matter 
are that the amendment that has been 
offered by the Senator from Montana to 
make the only change in Davis-Bacon 
on the threshold level is to leave it at 
$2,000 on everything-on everything ex
cept the construction of a new building. 

I should think that most of us could 
sit here and figure out that there are 
not going to be very many new buildings 
built with Federal money that do not 
cost more than $10,000. So the real 
answer is that, in net effect, the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Mon
tana is a big zero. It would make essen
tially no change whatsoever. If that is 
what the U.S. Senate wants to do in its 
wisdom, then it has the right to do that. 
But I hope that the words that I am 
saying will be heard very loud and clear 
in the U.S. Senate and the message will 
go out that we went through some 
maneuvering, b1.1t we really made no 
changes whatsoever. 

I thank my friend from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
just want to say that the statement by 
the distinguished Senator from Montana 
is self-explanatory. He said that less than 
1 percent of the dollars would be affected. 
That shows that this amendment is of 
no significance. If the Senate really 
wants to help the taxpayers of this Na
tion, they ought to waive the Davis
Bacon Act here and save the taxpayers 
what the GAO and the Department of 
Defense have estimated-between $70 
million and $210 million. If they do not 
want to do that, they certainly ought to 
adopt the amendment of the able Sena
tor from Nebraska, who has raised this 
threshold from $2,000 to $50,000. 

What can you build today even for 
$50,000? You can hardly build a house 
today, a small house, for $50,000. How 
are we going to save the taxpayers of this 

country any money? This amendment 
will amount to nothing. 

If we want to help the taxpayers, we at 
least ought to make it $50,000. That 
would help the small business people a 
little bit. 

Mr. President, I urge that the amend
ment of the Senator from Montana be 
defeated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to clariJy what this involves. 
This is not just building a new Federal 
building; this i3 any Federal construc
tion. That may be grading, it may be 
paving, in addition to construction of a 
new building. That is new construction. 
It is not necessary to create a brand new 
Federal project. 

The fact is that there was a reason for 
a threshold for Davis-Bacon. If we are 
going to change that threshold, it is a 
little bit odd, first of all, to have it come 
up on a military construction bill, be
cause it should come up on basic legis
lation. But, since it is here and the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska is offered to increase this thresh
old to $50,000, I think it is much more 
reasonable to take the cautious, prudent 
approach to this change by using some 
reasonably understood basis for the 
cha!lge in the threshold. 

I have cited the two studies that in
dicated that the $10,000 threshold is the 
best threshold. For that reason, I am 
offering this amendment. I would find it 
rather awkward to think that the amend
ment should offer a $50,000 threshold, 
which would affect all painting in a Fed
eral building, or just a little paving at a 
Federal building, because we are going 
to knock out, then, by that threshold, 
almost all of the contracts that are in
volved for those types of operations. 

Finally, while the $10,000 threshold 
does not involve too many employees of 
the building trades, which I think is 
meritorious, the larger amount of $50,000 
would involve 24 percent of the em
ployees in the building trades. I think 
that, perhaps, is a little bit too much. 

Last, Mr. President, I think the amend
ment I am offering is advantageous to 
the small contractor. I think we should 
bear in mind the testimony of Robert L. 
White of the National Electric Contrac
tors Association on the effect of raising 
the jurisdictional threshold. It is par
ticularly important in this regard. These 
are small contractors, by and large, rep
resented by this association. Mr. White, 
testifying for them at the hearing before 
the Labor and Human Resources Com
mit tee, said: 

Mr. WHITE. If you eliminate the Davis
Bacon provisions from something falling be
low ·that $50,000 level, you have opened this 
up primarily where it affects small businesses 
very badly. And, you have unethical people 
bringing in unskilled labor and letting them 
into that whole area where the small business 
could do a very good job; and let the ethical 
contractors ~ho would be employing people 
at the prevailing wage be subject to competi
tion from more unethical and unscrupulous 
con tractors. 

I think his testimony bears on this 
point. That is in the report of the Com-

mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 
Mr. President, I think we have offered a 
very reasonable approach. 

I yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. President, I indicated, early in the 
debate, after the Senator presented his 
amendment, that I will support his 
amendment. We considered the military 
construction bill a couple of weeks ago, 
and the Senate by unanimous consent 
sent this bill, with the provision repeal
ing Davis-Bacon, back to our commit
tee. At that time we also had notice that 
the amendment, which would increase 
the jurisdictional threshold to $50,000, 
would be offered. Within the last 2 weeks, 
Mr. President, Members of the Senate 
from the North, from the South, from 
the East, and the West, from the teeming 
metropolitan States, from the rural 
States, have discussed the threshold with 
me. They said: 

You know, isn't that threshold figure of 
$2,000 way out of date? Shouldn't it at least 
go up to what $2,000 in 1935 is worth in dol
lars today, as reflected by the Consumer Price 
Index, or something? 

I will say, Mr. President, I tried to ex
plain that there is nothing inflationary 
about Davis-Bacon. Davis-Bacon does 
not say to the contracting agencies, "Go 
in and pay the highest wages." It says to 
the contracting agencies through the 
prevailing rate determination, "Pay the 
worker on this federally assisted con
struction project what the same kind of 
workers on the same kind of projects 
are getting in the community." 

So whether it is $2,000 or no threshold 
for all Federal work, it seems to me the 
prevailing wage makes all the sense. 

It has been said that the Davis-Bacon 
Act is inflationary. It is not inflationary 
if the prevailing wage determination is 
properly found and the survey is accu
rate. 

It has been argued that Davis-Bacon 
is inflationary because the prevailing 
wage determinations are wrong, that 
they are higher than the wages that 
actually prevail. 

Maybe some are. I recall that 12 out 
of 120,000 projects were found to have 
high rate determinations by the GAO. 
However, 12 determinations out of 120-
000 is not a very good sample on which 
to conclude that the Davis-Bacon Act 
is inflationary. 

There should be a constant vigilance 
to make sure that the Department is 
accurately determining the prevailing 
wage. 

If they have been lax or inaccurate 
it should be pointed out, and steps taken 
to improve the administration of the act. 

That, in my judgment, is the way to 
go. We must make absolutely certain 
that the Department of Labor accurately 
establishes the true prevailing wage 
where the jobs and the contracts will 
be let. 

That is the way I feel as chairman 
of the Labor Committee. I feel very 
deeply that we should do everything pos
sible to make sure workers on our Gov
ernment construction projects are not 
paid below what skilled workers in their 
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trade should be getting, and also that we 
do not allow our federally assisted con
struction projects to destabilize the con
struction industry through the introduc
tion of cutthroat wage cutting compe
tition. 

I still believe that the threshold 
should stay where we have it now. But 
this is a time for realism and I have 
heard the concerns of my colleagues. 

So I have to commend the Senator 
from Montana for coming to the Senate 
with a practical and realistic proposal. 
This proposal would adjust the thresh
old for new construction to reflect 
changed economic conditions; $2,000 in 
1935 dollars is roughly $10,000 in today's 
dollars. 

For that very practical reason, I join 
my colleague, one of the great con
tributing Members of the Senate in leg
islative debate. 

I thank my friend from Montana for 
his realistic proposal to increase the 
threshold of the Davis-Bacon Act to 
$10,000. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the very 
gracious Senator from New Jersey, the 
chairman of the Labor Committee. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator from 
South Carolina yield me more time? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska such 
time as he may need. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, it would ap
pear that we are coming down to a vote 
on this matter very soon. I just hope 
that when the Members of the Senate 
vote on this, they are not fooled and 
misled into believing they are really do
ing something, because they are doing 
nothing at all. 

In essence, Davis-Bacon would main
tain its near half century of being one 
of the untouchables. 

As I said before, I am not for repeal 
of Davis-Bacon. I think it has a place in 
our society. But I think it is about time 
we recognize that unless the U.S. Senate 
speaks out and sends a message to the 
administration and, particularly, to the 
Department of Labor, that we will never 
get it corrected. 

There has been a great deal of discus
sion here today about the fact that the 
wage surveys that have been done by 
the Department of Labor in some in
stances have not been satisfactory. 

I believe there are wholesale interests 
all over the United States of America 
where the Department of Labor has not 
done an adequate or fair job with regard 
to wage surveys. 

As I said earlier, if my amendment 
would be adopted, it would take half of 
all of this tremendous workload off their 
shoulders that they have under Davis
Bacon with the present threshold of 
$2,000, then they could do a much better 
job, perhaps, in properly and intelli
gently enforcing the law as it presently 
exists. 

But another thing, before we vote on 
the amendment offered by my friend 
from Montana, I want to correct one 
other thing that I am afraid kind of 
threw me for a loop--maybe I am wrong, 
r do not know, maybe I did not inter-
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pret it correctly-but I thought the Sen
ator said that the $10,000 threshold was 
more meaningful than I thought it would 
be because he explained-! believe the 
record will show-a few moments ago 
that there would be all kinds of public 
works, paving, and all these kinds of 
things. 

Well, that may well be true. But just 
for the record, let Us understand that 
part 2 of the amendment that is lying on 
the desk, that we are about to vote on, 
says that it will be $2,000 for any con
struction on existing buildings or public 
works, but not limited to alteration and; 
or repair, painting and decorating, and 
new additions to such buildings or works. 

Mr. President, I am not a lawYer, but 
I suggest that the way that is worded, 
the facts of the matter are that we are 
leaving in effect Davis-Bacon to the 
$2,000 threshold where it is now. When 
we go back and talk about those days of 
yesteryear and how wise they were and 
how terrible it is to modernize it from 
$2,000 way up to Senator ExoN's figure of 
$50,000, once again I say, let us remem
ber that in 1931 when the Davis-Bacon 
Act was passed-and I think it was nec
essary then and I think it is necessary 
today-the threshold was not $2,000, it 
was $5,000. 

So this magnificent amendment in 
which we are going to make the first 
significant change in half a century 
raises it all the way-all the way-from 
$5,000 in 1931, all the way up to $10,000 
in 1979. 

It seems like a very insignificant 
change to me. 

I have been talking too much this af
ternoon, but if I may have a couple more 
minutes from my friend from South Car
olina, I will just say that I certainly am 
hopeful the Senate will not accept the 
amendment offered by my friend from 
Montana because I do not honestly think 
it does a thing. If we do that, if this is 
the only step we are going to take on 
Davis-Bacon, then I suggest we are ignor
ing the recommendation from the GAO, 
from the National Academy of Sciences, 
from the Commission on Government 
Procurement, the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Interagency Task Force 
of the Department of Labor on Govern
ment Procurement, the Department of 
the Interior, and the Commission on Fed
eral Manpower. ., 

I wonder how much funds of the tax
payers have been used and appropriated 
by the U.S. Senate to all those agencies 
to do all these studies. In essence, we 
propose not even to take a tiny step to 
correct some of the wrongs that I think 
we have with Davis-Bacon. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. EXON. I yield. 
Mr. WllLIAMS. I missed the last point 

as the Senator was listing many of the 
agencies of the Federal Government. 
What was the point. 

Mr. EXON. My point was that if we 
accept the amendment of the Senator 
from Montana, I feel that we would be 

doing nothing about some of the com
plaints about Davis-Bacon that have 
been enumerated by these various agen
cies. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Let us get into that. 
What agencies have made these com
plaints? 

Mr. EXON. The GAO, for one. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I am very familiar 

with the GAO's findings. 
In 1971, the GAO summarized a series 

of investigations of targeted projects 
where there were complaints that the 
determined rates were high. How many 
were there? Seven investigations since 
1962. Out of that 1971 report of the GAO, 
the generalization has been made that 
cost savings of 5 percent to 15 percent 
can be made by repealing Davis-Bacon. 

Then, in 1979 came another GAO re
port. They found error in 12 out of 30 
projects surveyed and felt that could 
make a 3-percent difference in the cost 
of the projects. They admitted, however, 
that their statistical sample was so small 
that the results could not be projected 
to the universe of federally assisted con
struction with my statistical validity. 

That is all in the record that has been 
made on this debate, 2 weeks ago and 
again today. 

So strike GAO as making any general 
conclusions on Davis-Bacon inflationary 
impact. 

What are the others? 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the Sen

ator yield? Is the Senator saying that 
the General Accounting Office is now 
saying that we should not make any 
changes in Davis-Bacon? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
whose time is this? 

Mr. wn...:LIAMS. They did say that 
wage determinations should be done 
carefully. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
time of the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
understand that this time is charged to 
me, and I would like the Senator to use 
his own time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not have any 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey has no time on 
the amendment. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana has no time on the 
amendment. 

The Senator from South Carolina has 
10% minutes. 

Time remains on the bill. 
Mr. THURMOND. I yield the Senator 

1 minute. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. As to the GAO, they 

are opposed to Davis-Bacon on what 
they admit is statistically an inadequate 
survey, and that again is in the record. 

But you mentioned other agencies as 
complaining, and I did not hear them 
all when the Senator read them off. 

Mr. E.XON. My point was that the 
General Accounting Office has done a 
great deal in studies of the Davis-Bacon 
Act. I believe that was the point of the 
question by the Senator ·from New Jer
sey. 
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The other organizations I have men
tioned are the National Academy of Sci
ences, the Commission on Government 
Procurement, the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Interagency Task Force 
of the Department of Labor on Govern
ment Procurement, the Department of 
the Interior, and the Commission on 
Federal Paperwork. For the record, once 
again, most of those organizations indi
cated substantial increase in the level 
of the threshold that has been left un
touched since back in 1935. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to have 
further direction as to where in the 
record all those agencies have made t~e 
comments about which the Senator 1s 
talking. 

Mr. EXON. I do not know whether the 
Senator from New Jersey was here when 
I began my remarks. I referred to each 
in my opening remarks. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Nebraska-

Mr. wn.LIAMS. Certainly, the De
fense Department does not say that. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I do 
not yield. 

Mr. EXON. I did not say the Defense 
Department said that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRYOR) . The Senator irom South Caro
lina does not yield. 

Mr. THURMOND. If the Senator fro~ 
Nebraska wants to make a statement m 
closing, he may do so. 

Mr. EXON. I think I have said all I 
have to say. 

I thank the Senator from South Caro
lina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senate will not adopt the 
amendment offered by the distinguj.shed 
Senator from Montana. This amendment 
is a sham; it is a camouflage. ~t is cal
culated to lead the Senate to believe that 
it is doing something to help the middle
man to help the little contractor, to help 
the taxpayer. They are doing nothing. 

The Senator admits that less than 1 
percent. of the dollars involved in Davis
Bacon would be affected by his amend
ment. 

The Senator from Nebraska has of
fered an amendment, and I believe even 
that is too low-$50,000. Forty years ago, 
it was $5,000, and $50,000 today is little 
enough. 

If Senators really want to help the 
taxpayer, they at least should adopt the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. 

It is almost impossible to get anything 
pertaining to labor bills through the 
House or the Senate. I do not know 
why-whether labor unions have made 
such big contributions that people feel 
obligated, or what the trouble is. 

Here is a list of bills that have been 
introduced here year efter year. 

In the 94th Congress, to amend the 
Davis-Bacon Act, 12 bills. In the 95th 
Congress, to amend or repeal the Davis
Bacon Act, 16 bills. In the 96th Congress, 
to amend or repeal the Davis-Bacon Act, 
13 bills. 

What relief do the taxpayers get? 
None. The bills cannot be brought out of 
committee. The Labor Committee here 
will not bring out a bill pertaining to 

labor. The House Labor Committee will 
not bring them out. How are the people 
going to get relief? 

The labor unions of this country are 
entirely too powerful. We are not trying 
to repeal the Davis-Bacon Act. We are 
just asking that it be waived on this 
particular military construction bill for 
this year. If that were done, it would 
save from $70 million to $210 million, 
according to the General Accounting 
omce. 

Mr. President, the proposal of the Sen
ator from Nebraska is even less than 
that, and I do not know how much his 
amendment would save. Does the Sen
ator have an estimate on the value of 
that? 

I am going to support his amendment. 
At least it will give some relief. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Montana is ridiculous. I would just as 
soon have nothing as have that. If Sen
ators want to help the taxpayers, they 
will at least go for the minimum of the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

I hope the Senate will not make it ap
pear to the people of this country that 
they are doing something for the tax
payer when it is doing nothing. That is 
pure deception. I hope the amendment of 
the Senator from Nebraska will be 
adopted. 

Mr. President, I believe the time of the 
Senator from Montana has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield my time to the Senator from Ne
braska. I believe he wants to make a 
motion. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
table the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sumcient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion to 
table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Montana. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE) 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
<Mr. MoRGAN) and necessarily absent. 

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENs) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
Senators still wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 233 Leg.] 

YEA8-40 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bellm on 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwltz 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr: 

Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Dole 
Ex on 
Ford 
Garn 
Goldwater 

Hat)ch 
Hayakawa 
Heinz 
Helms 
Huddbeston 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Johnston 

Kassebaum 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
McClure 
Nunn 
Roth 

Schmitt 
Simpson 
Stlennis 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Thurmond 

NAYs-57 

Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Young 
Zorinsky 

Baucus Grwvel Nelson 
Bayh Hart Packwood 
Biden Hatiield Pell 
Bradley Heflin Percy 
Bumpers Hollings Pressler 
Burdick Jruckson Proxmire 
Byrd, Robert c. Javits Pryor 
Cannon ~nnedy Randolph 
Cha.tiee Leahy Ribicoff 
Cht:.rch Levin Riegle 
Cranston Long Sarbanes 
Culver Ma:gnuson Sasser 
Danforth Mathias Schweiker 
DeConcini Matsunaga Stafford 
Domenici McGovern Stewart 
Durenberger Melcher Talmadge · 
Durkin Metzenbaum Tsongas 
Ea.gleton Moynihan Weicker 
Glenn Muskie Williams 

NOT VOTING-3 
Inouye Morgan Stevens 

So the motion to lay on the table Mr. 
MELCHER's UP amendment No. 472 was 
rejected. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion 
to lay on the table was rejected. 

Mr. MELCHER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion now recurs on agreeing to the 

amendment offered by the Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The Senator will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would like 
to ask the Chair if it would be in order 
for me to withdraw my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair states that it will require unani
mous consent to withdraw it. 

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent 
that my amendment be withdrawn. 

Mr. JA VITS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Object

tion is heard. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the order for the yeas 
and nays be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOLE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair hears objection. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I renew my 

request that my amendment be with
drawn. I ask unanimous consent that my 
amer..dment be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JAVITS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Object

tion is heard. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment of the Senator from Mon
tana. The yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. MoR-
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GAN), and the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. LoNG) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. LoNG) would vote "yea." 

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) is neces
sarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
other Senators in the Chamber desiring 
to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 68, 
nays 28, as follows: 

(Rollcall Vote No. 234 Leg.) 
YEAS-68 

Baucus Hart 
Bayh Hatfield 
Bentsen Heflin 
Bidien Heinz 
Bradley Hollings 
Bumpers HuddLeston 
Burdick Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits 
Cannon Johnston 
Chafee Kennedy 
Chiles Leahy 
Church Levin 
Cranston Magnuson 
Culver Mathias 
Danforth Matsunaga 
DeConcini McGovern 
Domenici Melcher 
Durenberger M~tzenbaum 
Durkin Moynihan 
Eagleton Muskie 
Ford Nelson 
Glenn Nunn 
Gravel Packwood 

Armstrong 
Bakier 
Bellmon 
Boren 
Boschwltz 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Dole 

NAY8-28 
Ex on 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hatch 
Hayakawa 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kas~baum 
Laxalt 

Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Froxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stewart 
Stone 
Talmadge 
Tsongas 
Weicker 
Williams 
Zorinsky 

Lugar 
McClure 
Simpson 
Stevenson 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Wa!"ner 
Young 

NOT VOTING--4 
Inouye 
Long 

Morgan Stevens 

So Mr. MELCHER'S amendment (UP 
No. 472) was agreed to. 

<Later the following occurred:) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my vote on roll
call vote 234 be changed from "yea" to 
"nay." It will not affect the outcome. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<The above rollcall vote has been 
changed to re:tlect the foregoing order.) 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion now is on the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
ExoN). The yeas and nays have been or
dered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that this rollcall vote be a 
10-minute vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that all re
maining rollcall votes for today be lim
ited to 10 minutes, with a warning hell 
to sound after 2% minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
MoRGAN), and the Senator from Missis
sippi <Mr. STENNIS) are necessarily ab
sent. 

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. STEvENs) is neces
sarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
other Senators wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 92, 
nays 3, as follows: 

(Rollcall Vote No. 235 Leg.] 
YEAS-92 

Baucus Glenn 
Bayh Goldwater 
Bellmon Gravel 
Bentsen Hwrt 
Biden Hatch 
Boren Hatfield 
Boschwitz Hayakawa 
Bradley Hefiin 
Bumpers Heinz 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Hollings 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert c. Humphrey 
Cannon Jackson 
Chafee Javits 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Kassebaum 
Cochran Kennedy 
Cohen Laxalt 
Cranston Leahy 
Culver Levin 
Danforth Lugar 
DeCondni Magnuson 
Dole Mathias 
Domenici Matsunaga 
Durenberg~er McClure 
Durkin McGovern 
Eagl-eton Melcher 
Exon Metzenbaum 
Ford Moynihan 
Garn Muskie 

NAY8-3 

Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Fell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stevenson 
Stewart 
Stone 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsonga.s 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 
Zorinsky 

Armstrong Baker Jepsen 

Inouye 
Long 

NOT VOTING-5 
Morgan 
Stennis 

Stevens 

So Mr. ExoN's amendment <UP No. 
471), as amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the precedents of the Senate, the a,mend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey fails. 

Under the previous order, the Senate 
will now proceed to third reading of the 
bill. 

The question is on the engrossment of 
the amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
DAVIS-BACON ON MILrrARY CONSTRUCTION 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, contained 
1n S. 1319, the military construction au
thorization bill, is a very important cost
saving provision which applies to mill-

tary constructon projects. This provision 
became part of this bill when the Senate 
Armed Services Committee voted over
whelmingly to waive application of the 
Davis-Bacon Act to military construc
tion projects. 

DAVIS-BACON WAIVER 

Mr. President, the Armed Services 
Committee amendment will provide the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
1931 not apply to the wages paid to the 
laborers and mechanics for any work or 
services performed under any contract 
for the construction of any project au
thorized by the fiscal year 1980 or any 
other military construction authoriza
tion if such contract is entered into on 
or after the date of enactment of this 
act. 

GAO CONFmMS COST SAVINGS ON DAVIS-BACOM 
WAIVER 

Mr. President, the Senate Armed 
Services is to be commended for taking 
this cost-saving action. According to the 
April, 1979 General Accounting Office 
study on Davis-Bacon, the value of con
struction accomplished in the United 
States in 1977 totaled $37 billion was fi
nanced in some way by the Federal Gov
ernment and therefore, covered by the 
Davis-Bacon Act. 

While this bill totals $3.7 blllion, only 
$1.4 billion of that amount is for new 
construction in the United States and 1s 
subject to Davis-Bacon requirement. The 
waiver of Davis-Bacon coverage for the 
$1.4 billion of new construction in this 
bill affects about 5 percent of the total 
construction effort now subject to Davis· 
Bacon. 

DEPARTMENT O.F DEFENSE AND DAVIS-BACON 

Mr. President, even the Department of 
Defense is on record with respect to cost 
savings if Davis-Bacon is waived from 
military construction. In the DOD an
nual report, fiscal year 1980, Harold 
Brown, the Secretary of Defense said: 

When we do contract for construction or 
services, pay rates under the contracts should 
not be artificially infiated by operation of the 
Davis-Bacon and service contract acts; the 
Davis-Bacon Act alone results in increased 
costs of up to 15 percent in DOD construction 
contracts. 

Mr. President, very simply, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee action will 
save the American taxpayer between $70 
to $120 million. The Senator from Kan
sas urges Members of this body to sup
port this "inflation-fighting" action, as 
reported by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, and further urges opposition 
to any attempt to remove the Davis
Bacon waiver from this bill.e 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the military construction authorization 
bill is a matter of signal importance, and 
one that has properly commanded the 
attention of two Senate committees-the 
Armed Services Committee, and the La
bor and Human Resources Committee
as well as the full Senate. 

On behalf of the Senate, I wish to 
thank these two committees, and in par
ticular, I want to thank Senators STEN
Nis, HART, and TOWER of the Armed Serv _ 
ices Committee, and Senators WILLIAMS 
and JAVITs of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee, for the excellent 
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work they have done in overseeing the 
review of this bill. 

With Senator HART's special urging, 
the Armed Services Committee paid par
ticular attention to energy conservation 
in the field of military construction. The 
committee encouraged the military serv
ices to continue an aggressive energy 
program, and the committee highlighted 
the special "energy showcase" bases in 
each of the services. 

The Armed Services Committee also 
noted that the military's solar design 
program will involve over 300 firms of 
architects and engineers, and that the 
program will have a very beneficial "spill 
over" effect into the civilian construc
tion industry. 

In other areas, the Armed Services 
Committee reviewed in detail proposed 
military construction of everything from 
child care centers to the housing of our 
Air Defense Command. 

The Armed Services Committee noted 
that there are disturbing lags in general 
military construction, and, in particular, 
in shipyard construction. 

I know that the Armed Services Com
mittee will keep a careful eye on these 
problems. 

I also wish to commend the Armed 
Services Committee for recommending 
a funding level that is under the level 
proposed by the President, and under 
the ceiling set by the first concurrent 
resolution. 

In addition, I would like to extend the 
thanks of the full Senate to the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee, for its 
special consideration of the Davis-Bacon 
provisions of this bill. 

At the request of the Senate, this com
mittee, under the leadership of Senator 
WILLIAMS, made a speedy but thorough 
review of these provisions, and reported 
back to the full Senate within the time 
limit set by the Senate. All of this was 
done during a busy period of the Senate 
Calendar, when the Senators on the 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee undoubtedly had many other duties 
to perform. 

In these and many other ways, these 
two committees have made a very signi
ficant contribution to the work of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend my colleagues on both 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
Labor and Human Resources Committee 
for the work they have done in examin
ing the question of continuing applica
tion of the Davis-Bacon Act to military 
construction projects. Their efforts have 
given us our first true insight into this 
complex and controversial subject. 

While I believe these efforts have in
creased the Senate's knowledge in this 
area, I do not believe the Davis-Bacon 
Act should be changed through this 
"piecemeal" method. I fully support and 
am anxious to see a thorough examina
tion of the Davis-Bacon Act take place 
in the appropriate committee. I would 
urge my colleagues to address this ques
tion as rapidly and thoroughly as 
possible. 

However, on a question of such great 
complexity, I believe we must not act 
until such a comprehensive examination 

has taken place. Because changes in this 
act have such a potentially devastating 
impact on our Nation's workplace, no 
less a review should be considered 
acceptable. 

I therefore stand by my previously an
nounced commitment not to support 
changes in the Davis-Bacon Act until 
the Senate has thoroughly examined this 
question and presents a bill designed to 
make all of those changes that are nec
essary to insure fair, equitable, and non
inflationary application of this act. I 
would like to assure my colleagues that 
at that time, I will support changes, 
modifications, or outright repeal of the 
act if the evidence merits such a move. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CULVER). Is all time yielded back? 

Mr. HART. I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, shall it pass? 

The bill <S. 1319) was passed, as 
follows: 

s. 1319 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
Amer ica in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Military Construc
tion Authorizat ion Act, 1980". 

TITLE I 
SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may 

establish or develop military installations 
and facilities by acquiring, constructing, 
rehabilitating, or installing permanent or 
temporary public works, including land ac
quisition, site preparation , appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment for the following 
acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina, $1,250,000. 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, $18,200,000. 
Fort Drum, New York, $690,000. 
Fort Greely, Alaska, $820,000. 
Fort Hood, Texas, $13,650,000. 
Fort Hunter, Liggett, California, $1 ,550,000. 
Fort Lewis, Washington , $7,400,000. 
Fort Meade, Maryland, $18,500 ,000. 
Fort Ord, California, $17,380,000. 
Fort Polk, Louisiana, $26,810,000. 
Fort Richardson, Alaska, $5,250,000. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, $28,350,000. 
Fort Sheridan, illinois, $1 ,200,000. 
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii , $2,750,000. 
Fort Stewart/ Hunter Army Air Feld, Geor

gia. $39,900 ,000. 
Yakima Firing Center, Washington, 

$1,100,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE 

COMMAND 

Carny Perry, Ohio, $1,000,000. 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $2,420 ,000. 
Fort Benning, Georgia, $12 ,800,000. 
Fort Bliss, Texas, $30 ,000,000. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, $6,410,000. 
Fort Benjamin, Indiana, $4,450,000. 
Fort Knox, Kentucky, $22,815,000. 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, $540,000. 
Fort Lee, Virginia, $3,960,000. 
Fort Rucker, Alabama, $2 ,080,000. 
Fort Story, Virginia, $2,450,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $6,350,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY MATERIEL DEVELOPMENT 
AND READINESS COMMAND 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland. 
$2,700,000. 

Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, $4,850,000. 
Badger Army Ammunition Plant, Wiscon

sin, $650,000. 

Corpus Christi Army Depot, Texas, 
$1,560,000. 

Crane Army Ammunition Acti·,;ity, Indiana, 
$2 ,490,000. 

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan, $4,400,000. 
Harry Diam.ond Laboratories, Maryland, 

$2,800,000. 
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah, $520,000. 
Indiana army Ammunition Plant, Indiana, 

$1,010,000. 
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant, Iowa, 

$2,060,000. 
Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois, 

$5,800,000. 
Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, Kansas, 

$650,000. 
Lake City Army Ammunition Plant, Mis

souri, $3,800,000. 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, 

$1,200,000. 
Lexin~ton-Blue Grass Army Depot, Ken

tucky, $1,500,000. 
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Okla

homa, $1,470,000. 
Michigan Army Missile Plant, Michigan, 

$2,550,000. 
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, $1,650,000. 
Newport Army Ammunition Plant, Indiana, 

$1,550,000. 
Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey, $9,750,000. 
Radford Army Ammunition Plant, Vir-

ginia, $6,100,000. 
Red River Army Depot, Texas, $8,600,000. 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabam.a, $7,200,000. 
Riverbank Army Am.muniltion Plant, Cali-

fornia, $1,100,000. 
Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, $5,900,000. 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colorado, 

$6,500,000. 
Scranton Army Ammunition Plant, Penn-

sylvania, $3,750,000. 
Seneca Army Depot, New York, $8,350,000. 
Sharpe Army Depot, California, $1,650,000. 
Sierra Army Depot, California, $770,000. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania, 

$10,410,000. 
Tooele Army Depot, Utah, $1 ,050,000. 
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant, Ten

nessee, $810,000. 
Watervliet Arsenal, New York, $1,300,000. 
Whilte Sands Missile Range, New Mexico, 

$5 ,750,000. 
Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona, $4,300,000. 

AMMUNITION FACll.ITIES 

Holston Army Ammunition Plant, Ten
nessee, $830,000. 

Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, Indiana, 
$10,490,000. 

Lawe City Army Ammunition Plant, Mis
souri, $140,000. 

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, Texas, 
$1 ,890,000. 

Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant, Texas, 
$170,000. 

Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant, Loui
s iana, $670,000. 

Milan Army Ammunition Plant, Tennessee. 
$450,000. 

Radford Army Ammunition Plant, Vir
ginia, $67,350,000. 

Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, Cali
fornia , $280,000. 

Scranton Army Ammunition Plant, Penn
sylvania, $720,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATIONS 

COMMAND 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona, $1,150,000. 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland, $7,850,000. 

UNITED STATES MILITARY ADADEMY 

United States Military Academy, West 
Point, New York, $13,350,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY HEALTH SERVICES 
COMMAND 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center, District 
of Columbia, $650,000. 

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 

Bayonne Terminal, New Jersey, $920,000. 
Oakland Army Base, California, $1 ,100,000. 
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Sunny Point Terminal, North Carolina, 
$31,290,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

KWAJALEIN MISSrLE RANGE 

National Missile Range, $2,900,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

Panama Area, Canal Zone, $26,160,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY, EUROPE 

Germany, Various Locations, $117,990,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY INTELLIGENCE AND 

SECURITY COMMAND 

Various Locations, $2,800,000. 
EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION 

SEc. 102. The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop installations and facili
ties by proceeding with construction made 
necessary by changes in missions and respon
sibilities which have been occasioned by ( 1) 
unforeseen security considerations; (2) new 
weapons developments; (3) new and un
foreseen research and development require
ments; ( 4) improved production schedules; 
or ( 5) revisions in the tasks or functions 
assigned to a military installation or facility 
or for environmental considerations, if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that de
ferral of such construction for inclusion in 
the next Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act would be inconsistent with interests 
of national security and, in connection there
with, may acquire, construct, convert, re
habilitate, or install permanent or temporary 
public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment in the total amount of $20,000,-
000. The Secretary of the Army, or the Sec
retary's designee, shall notify the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, immediately upon 
reaching a final decision to implement, of 
the cost of construction of any public work 
undertaken under this section, including 
those real estate actions pertaining thereto. 
This authorization will expire upon the date 
of enactment o! the Military Construction 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1981, except 
for those public works projects concerning 
which the Comxnittees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Represenatives have 
been notified pursuant to this section prior 
to such date. 

MINOR CONSTRUCTION 

SEc. 103. The Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to accomplish minor construc
tion projects under section 2674 of title 10, 
United States Code, in the amount of $51,-
970,000. 

TITLE II 
SEc. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may 

establish or develop military installations and 
facilities by acquiring, constructing, con
verting, rehabilitating, or installing perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurte
nances, utilities, and equipment for the fol
lowing acquisition and construction. 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

MARINE CORPS 

Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, Cal
ifornia, $3,900,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North 
Carolina, $24,630,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali
fornia, $14,200,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, $8,410,000. 

Marin Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, 
Hawaii, $4,800,000. 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, 
South Carolina, $4,500,000. 

Marine Corps Development and Education 
Command, Quantico, Virginia, $7,300,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, Califor
nia, $3,400,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, 
California, $5,700,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona, 
$9,700,000. 

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

Naval Submarine Support Base, Kings Bay, 
Kingsland, Georgia, $14,970,000. 

Naval Support Activity, Mare Island, Cali
fornia $1,050,000. 

Trident Submarine Support, Thames 
River, Connecticut, $5,500,000. 

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ATLANTIC FLEET 

Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina, 
$3,600,000. 

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Vir
ginia, $1,670,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con
necticut, $15,850,000. 

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, 
$14,700,000. 

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, PACIFIC FLEET 

Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, $19,950,000. 
Naval Amphibious Base, Coronda, Cali

fornia $1,600,000. 
Naval Air Station, Lemoore, California, 

$6,300,000. 
Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, 

$4,050,000. 
Naval Air Station, Moffet Field, California, 

$860,000. 
Naval Air Station, North Island, California, 

$1,450,000. 
Naval Station, San Diego, California, 

$9,200,000. 
Navy Submarine Support Facility, San 

Diego, California, $3,200,000. 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash

ington, $2,650,000. 
CHIEF OF NAVAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

Fleet Combat Training Center, Atlantic, 
Dam Neck, Virginia, $720,000. 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illi
nois, $6,000,000. 

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, 
$4,700,000. 

Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training 
Center, Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, $1,200,000. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, 
$820,000. 

Fleet Training Center, San Diego, Cali
fornia, $8,300,000. 

BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pen
dleton, California, $2,050,000. 

CHIEF OF NAVAL MATERIAL 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, Cali
fornia, $3,500,000. 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, 
Washington, $2,545,000. 

Puget Sound Naval Supply Center, Bremer
ton, Washington, $1,000,000. 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston. 
South Carolina, $2,250,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South 
Carolina, $5,000,000. 

Polaris Missile Facility Atlantic, Charles
ton, South Carolina, $7,500,000. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, $750,000. 

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, Cali
fornia, $4,350,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Concord, Cali
fornia, $3,950,000. 

Naval Weapons Support . Center, Crane, 
Indiana, $690,000. 

Navy Fuel Depot, Jacksonville, Florida, 
$1,400,000. 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, 
Maine, $6,250,000. 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, 
California, $8,250,000. 

Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, 
New Jersey, $700,000. 

Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, Ken
tucky, $1,850,000. 

Navy Ship Parts Control Center, Me
chanicsburg, Pennsylvania, $2,400,000. 

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia, 
$25,960,000. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, North Island, 
California, $3,200,000. 

Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River, 
Maryland, $4,540,000. 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Har
bor, Hawaii, $7,300,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii, $.1,000,000. 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, $510,000. 

Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 
Hueneme, California, $1,200,000. 

Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Vir
ginia, $12,500,000. 

Naval Ocean Systems Center, San Diego, 
California, $8,800,000. 

Navy Supply Center, San Diego, California, 
$11,600,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, Cali
fornia, $960,000. 

Naval Surface Weapons Center, Solomons 
Island, Maryland, $860,000. 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, Cali
fornia, $16,220,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Vir
ginia, $2,270,000. 

NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 

Naval Communications Unit, Cutler, 
Maine, $950,000. 

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP COMMAND 

Naval Security Group Activity, Adak, 
Alaska, $6,505,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

MARINE CORPS 

Marine Corps Base, camp Smedley D. 
Butler, Okinawa, Japan, $11,700,000. 

OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH 

AI Gharda.qa Marine Laboratory, Hurga.da, 
Arab Republic of Egypt, $30,000. 

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ATLANTIC FLEET 

Naval Air Station, Bermuda, $860,000. 
Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland, $17,650,-

000. 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto 

Rico, $1,300,000. 
NAVAL FORCES EUROPE 

Naval Station, Rota, Spain, $6,600,000. 
Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Italy, $9,-

700,000. 
CHIEF OF NAVAL MATERIAL 

Navy Public Works Center, Guam, Marl
ana Isla.nds, $3,700,000. 

NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 

Naval Communication Station, Harold E. 
Holt, Exmouth, Australia, $2,500,000. 

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP COMMAND 

Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, 
Scotland, $1,400,000. 

EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION 

SEc. 202. The Secretary of the Navy m.e.y 
establish or develop installations and facili
ties by proceeding with construction ma.de 
necessary by changes in missions and re
sponsibilities which have been occasioned 
by ( 1) unforeseen security considerations; 
(2) new weapons developments; (3) new 
and unforeseen research and development 
requirements; (4) improved production 
schedules; or ( 5) revisions in the tasks or 
functions assigned to a military installation 
or facility or for environmental considera
tions, if the Secretary of Defense deterxnines 
that deferral of such construction for in
clusion in the next Military Construction 
Authorization Act would be inconsistent 
with interests of national security and, in 
connection therewith, may acquire, con
struct, convert, rehabilitate, or install per
manent or temporary public works, includ
ing land acquisition, site preparation, a.p
purtenances, utilities, and equipment in the 
total amount of $20,000,000. The Secretary 
of the Navy, or the Secretary's designee, shall 
notify the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
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immediately upon reaching a final decision 
to implement, of the cost of construction 
of any public work undertaken under this 
section, including those real estate actions 
perte.inlng thereto. This authorization will 
expire upon the date of enactment of t;he 
Military Construction Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1981, except for those public works 
projects concerning which the Committees 
on Armed Services of tihe Senate and House 
of Representatives have been notified pur
suant to this section prior to such date. 

MINOR CONSTRUCTION 
SEC. 203. The Secretary of the Navy is au

thorized to accomplish minor construction 
projects under section 2674 of title 10, United 
States Code, in the amount of $33,080,000. 

AL GHARDAQA MARINE LABORATORY, EGYPT 
SEc. 204. The Secretary of the Navy is au

thorized to expend excess foreign exchange 
funds in the amount of $580,000 for the con
struction of a multipurpose marine bio
logical laboratory at the AI Ghardaqa Marine 
Laboratory, Hurgada, Arab Republic of 
Egypt. 

TITLE III 
SEC. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force 

may establish or develop military installa
tions and fac111t1es by acquiring, construct
ing, converting, rehabil1tat1ng, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, utillties, and equipment, for 
the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Hill Air Force Base, Utah, $6,990,000. 
Kelly Air Force Base, Texas, $6,350,000. 
Newark Air Force Station, Ohio, $860,000. 
Robins Air Force Base, Georgia, $10,750,000. 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma, 

$15,600,000. 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, 

$15,500,000. 
AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Arnold Engineering Development Center, 
Tennessee, $6,500,000. · 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, $5,100,000. 
Hanscom Air Force Base, Massachusetts, 

$8,600,000. 
Johnson Space Center, Texas, $12,400,000. 
Maul Optical Site, Hawaii, $3,650,000. 
White Sands M!sslle Range, New Mexico, 

$2,100,000. 
AIR TRAINING COMMAND 

Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi, 
$840,000. 

Lackland Air Force Base, Texas, $5,400,000. 
Laughlin Air Force Base, Texas, $4,500,000. 
Mather Air Force Base, Ca.lifornia, 

$1,650,000. 
Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas, $2,050,000. 
Vance Air Force Base, Oklahoma, 

$1,500,000. 
ALASKAN AIR COMMAND 

Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska, 
$13,400,000. 

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND 
Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, $1,190,-

000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mextco, $3,-

470,000. 
Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas, $510,-

000. 
McChord Air Force Base, Washington, $4,-

100,000. 
Pope Air Force Base, North Carolina., $5,-

400,000. 
Richards-Gebaur Air For<:e Base, Missouri, 

$1,100,000. 
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois, $10,060,000. 
Travis Air Force Base, California, $6,300,-

000. 
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 

Castle Air Force Base, California, $3,850,-
000. 

Ellsworth Air Force Base, South Dakota, 
$17,530,000. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, 
$4,900,000. 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York, $8,080,-
000. 

Grissom Air Force Base, Indiana, $4,700,-
000. 

K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan, $5,-
200,000. 

March Air Force Base, California, $6,600,-
000. 

Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota, 
$5,100,000. 

Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, $2 ,190,000. 
Vandenberg Air Force Base, california, 

$65,800,000. 
Various Locations, $14,200,000. 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, $7,850,-

000. 
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, $6,-

480,000. 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona, 

$5,540,000. 
England Air Force Base, Louisiana, $6,390,-

000. 
George Air Force Base, California, $18,350,-

000. 
Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico, $2,-

600,000. 
Homestead Air Force Base, Florida, $9,870,-

000. 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, $2,500,-

000. 
MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, $3,120,000. 
Moody Air Force Base, Georgia, $1,990,000. 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho, 

$60,000. 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, South Caro

lina, $970,000. 
Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, $3,690,000. 
Seymour Johnson Air Force Base. North 

Carolina, $2,650,000. 
Shaw Air Force Base, South carolina, $2,-

780,000. 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

Buckley Air National Guard Base, Colo
rado, $1,950,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND 

Thule Air Base, Greenland, $3,150,000. 
AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Mahe Tracking Station, Seychelle Islands, 
$550,000. 

Various Locations, $2,350,000. 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES 
Kadena Air Base, Japan, $1,100,000. 
Kunsan Air Base, Korea, $4,010,000. 
Osan Air Base, Korea, $20,080,000. 
Taegu Air Base, Korea, $510,000. 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 
Howard Air Force Base, Canal Zone, $4,500,-

000. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE 
Germany, Various Locations, $13,990,000. 
United Kingdom, Various Locations, $22,-

520,000. 
Various Locations, $7,170,000. 

EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION 
SEc. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force 

may establish or develop installations and 
fac111t1es by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in missions and 
responsibilities which have been occasioned 
by ( 1) unforeseen security considerations; 
(2) new weapons developments; (3) new and 
unforeseen resaarch and development re
quirements: (4) improved production sched
ules; or (5) revisions in the tasks or func
tions assigned to a military installation or 
fac1lity or for environmental considerations, 
if the Secretary of Defense determines that 
deferral of such construction for inclusion in 
the :!lext Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act would be inconsistent with interests 

of national security and, in - connection 
therewith, may acquire, construct, convert, 
rehabilitate, or install permanent or tempo
rary public works, including land acquisition, 
site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and 
equipment in the total amount of $20,000,000. 
The Secretary of the Air Force, or the Secre
tary's designee, shall notify the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, iinmediately upon reach
ing a final decision to implement, of the cost 
of construction of any public work under
taken under this section, including those 
real estate actions pertaining thereto. This 
authorization will expire upon the date of en
actment of the Military Construction Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1981, except 
for those public works projects concerning 
which the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
have been notified pursuant to this section 
prior to such date. 

MINOR CONSTRUCTION 
SEc. 303. The Secretary of the Air Force 

is authorized to accomplish minor construc
tion projects under section 2674 of title 10, 
United States Code, in the amount of $29,-
310,000. 

SEc. 304. (a) Section 301 of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Pub
lic Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 368), is amended by 
striking out "$97,905,000" in the item relating 
to the authorization for acquisition and con
struction at various locations under the 
heading "UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$77,905,000". 

(b) Section 602 ( 3) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "$147,942,000" and "$421,-
249,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$127,-
942,000" and "$401,249,000", respectively. 

DEPARTMET OF DEFENSE SHARE FOR WATER 
POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES 

SEc. 305. There is authorized to be appro
priated, in accordance with section 808 of 
this Act, the sum of $2,400,000 for the De
partment of Defense share for the upgrad
ing of the waste treatment fac111ty that 
serves Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, 
Arkansas. 

TITLE IV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 
AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS FOR THE 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
SEC. 401. The Secretary of Defense may es

tablish or develop military installations and 
facilities by acquiring, constructing, con
verting, rehabilitating, or installing perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appur
tenances, utilities, and equipment, for de
fense agencies for the following acquisition 
or construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee, $670,
ooo. 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 
Defense Mapping Agency Hydrographic/ 

Topographic Center, Bethesda, Maryland, 
$825,000. 

. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Classified Activity, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 

$2,800,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Defense Fuel Support Point, Wake Island 
Air Force Base, $11,400,000. 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 

Various Locations, Panama Canal Zone, 
$2,600,000. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, DEPART
MENT OF DEFENSE OFFICE OF DEPENDENTS 
SCHOOLS 
Atsugi Naval Air FacUlty, Japan, $580,000. 
Kefla.vik Naval Air Station, Iceland, $1,-

700,000. 
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Mise. we. Air Base, Japan, $5,070,000. 
Seoul, Yongsan, Korea, $3,290,000. 
Yokota East Air Base, Japan, $2,450,000. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION INFRA
STRUCTURE 

Various Locations: For the United States 
share of the cost of multilateral prograzns for 
the acquisition or construction of Inilitary 
facilities and installations (including inter
national Inilite.ry headquarters} for the col
lective defense of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Area, $2,000,000,000: Within thirty days after 
the end of each calendar-year quarter, the 
Secretary of Defense shall furnish to the 
Cominittees on Armed Services and on Ap
propriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives e. description of obligations 
incurred by the United States for the United 
States share of the cost of such multilateral 
programs. 

EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION 
SEc. 402. The Secretary of Defense zne.y 

establish or develop installations and facili
ties which he determines to be vital to the 
security of the United States and, in con
nection therewith, may acquire, construct, 
convert, rehabilitate, or install perzne.nent or 
temporary public works, including land ac
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment in the total amount 
of $20,000,000. The Secretary of Defense, or 
the Secretary's designee, shall notify the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, iminedia.tely 
upon reaching a. final decision to implement, 
of the cost of construction of any public 
works undertaken under this section includ
ing real estate actions pertaining thereto. 

MINOR CONSTRUCTION 
SEc. 403. The Secretary of Defense is au

thorized to accomplish minor construction 
projects under section 2674 of title 10, United 
States Code, in the amount of $5,250,000. 

DEFICIENCY AUTHORIZATION 
SEc. 404. (a} Public Law 95-82 is amended 

under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES" in section 401 as follows: 

With respect to White Sands, New Mexico, 
strike out "$33,449,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$40,749,000". 

(b) Public La.w 95-82 is amended by strik
ing out in clause 4 of section 602, "$55,909,-
000" and inserting in place thereof, "$63,209,-
000". 

SEc. 405. (a} Public La.w 95-356 is amended 
under the heading "OUTSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES" in section 401 as follows: With re
spect to "North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
Infrastructure" strike out "$120,000,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$140,000,000". 

(b} Public Law 95-356 is amended by strik
ing out in clause ( 4} of section 602, $217,610,-
000," and inserting in place thereof, "$327,-
610,000,". 
TITLE V-MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 

AND HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAM 

LEASING OF FAMILY HOUSING 
SEc. 501. (a} The Secretary of Defense, or 

the Secretary's designee, is authorized to 
construct or acquire sole interest in existing 
family housing units in the numbers and 
at the locations hereinafter named, but no 
family housing construction shall be com
menced at any such location in the United 
States until the Secretary shall have con
sulted with the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development as to the e.ve.ilabllity of 
suitable private housing at such location. 
I! agreement cannot be reached with re
spect to the availe.b111ty of suitable private 
housing at any location, the Secretary of 
Defense shall notify the Committees on 
Armed Services or the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, in writing, of such dif-

ference of opinion, and no contract for con
struction at such location shall be entered 
into for a period of thirty days after such 
notification has been given. This authority 
shall include the authority to acquire land, 
and interests in land, by gift, purchase, ex
change of Government-owned land, or other
wise. 

(b) With respect to the family housing 
units authorized to be constructed by this 
section, the Secretary of Defense is author
ized to acquire sole interest in privately 
owned or Department of Housing and Urban 
Development held family housing units in 
lieu of constructing all or a. portion of the 
family housing authorized by this section, if 
he, or his designee, determines such action 
to be in the best interests of the United 
States, but any family housing units ac
quired under authority of this subsection 
shall not exceed the cost limitations speci
fied in this section for the project nor the 
limitations on size specified in section 2684 
of title 10, United States Code. In no case 
may family housing units be acquired under 
this subsection through the exercise of 
eminent domain authority, and in no case 
may family housing units other than those 
authorized by this section be acquired in 
lieu of construction unless the acquisition 
of such units is hereafter specifically au
thorized by law. 

( c} Fa.mily housing units: Tinker Air 
Force Base, Oklahoma., three hundred thirty
two units, $12,000,000. 

(d) The amount specified in this section 
may, at the discretion of the Secretary of 
Defense, or the Secretary's designee, be in
creased by 10 per centum, if he determines 
that such increase ( 1) is required for the 
sole purpose of meeting unusual variations 
in cost, and (2) could not have been rea
sonably anticipated at the time such esti
zne.te was subinitted to the Congress. The 
amounts authorized include the costs of 
shades, screens, ranges, refrigerators, and 
all other installed equipment and fixtures, 
the cost of the family housing unit, design, 
supervision, inspection, overhead, land ac
quisition, site preparation, and installation 
of utilities. 

SEc. 502. (a) Section 2686(c) of title 10, 
United States Code, relating to leases for 
military family housing, is amended by strik
ing out "$300" in paragraph (1) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$310". 

(b) Section 2675(d) of title 10, United 
States Code, relating to leases in foreign 
countries, is amended-

(1) by striking out "$485" and "$850" in 
the first sentence of paragraph (1) and in
serting in lieu thereof "$550" and "$970", 
respect! vely; and 

(2) by striking out "18,000" in paragraph 
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof "17,000". 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 503. (a) There is authorized to be ap

propriated for fiscal year 1980 for use by the 
Secretary of Defense, or the Secretary's de
signee, for military family housing as author
ized by law for the following purposes: 

(1) For construction or acquisition of sole 
interest in family housing, including minor 
construction, $15,000,000 and for planning an 
amount not to exceed $900,000. 

(2) For support of military family housing, 
Including operating expenses, leasing, main
tenance of real property, payments of prin
cipal and interest on mortgage debts in
curred, payment to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and mortgage insurance pre
miums authorized under section 222 of the 
National Housing Act ( 12 U.S.C. 1715m), an 
amount not to exceed $1,662,525,000. 

(3) For homeowners assistance under sec
tion 1013 of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 ( 42 
U.S.C. 3374), including acquisition of prop
erties, a.n amount not to exceed $5,000,000. 

(b) The amounts authorized to be appro-

prta.ted in sections 502(a) (1), (2), and (3) 
may be increased to the extent additional 
funds are appropriated to defray increased 
pay costs associated with actions taken pur
suant to law. 
TITLE VI-AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO

PRIATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE PRO
VISIONS 

WAIVER OF RESTRICTIONS 
SEC. 601. The Secretary c-f each military de

partment zne.y proceed to establish or develop 
Installations and facilities under this Act 
without regard to section 3648 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 529), and 
sections 4774 and 9774 of title 10, United 
States COde. The authority to place perma
nent or temporary improvements on land in
cludes authority for surveys, administration, 
overhead, planning, and supervision incident 
to construction. That authority may; be exer
cised before title to the land is approved un
der section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. 255), and even though 
the land is held temporarily. The authority to 
acquire real estate or lamds includes author
ity to zne.ke surveys and to acquire land and 
interests in land (including temporary use), 
by gift, purchase, exchange of Government
owned land, or otherwise. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 602. There are authorized to be a.p

proprta.ted for fiscal year 1980 such sums as 
may be necessary for the purposes of this 
Act, but a.ppropria.tions for pubilc works 
projects authorized by titles I, II, III, IV, 
and v, shall not exceed-

(1) for title I: inside the United States 
$545,875,000; outside the United States $149,-
850,000; minor construction $51,970,000; for 
e. total of $747,695,000. 

(2) for title II: inside the United States 
$373,690,000; outside the United States $55,-
440,000; minor construction $33,080,000; for 
a. tata.l of $462,210,000. 

(3) for title III: inside the United States 
$373,210,000; outside the United States $79,-
930,000; minor construction $29,310,000; for 
e. totaa of $482,450,000. 

(4) for title IV: a. total of $256,635,000, in
cluding $5,250,000 for minor construction. 

( 5) for title V: military family housing 
and homeowners assistance progra.m, $1,683,-
425,000, including $3,000,000 for minor 
construction. 

l.'OST VARIATIONS 
SEC. 603. (a) OVERALL TITLE TOTAL LIM1TA

TION.-NOtW1ithste.nding the provisions of 
subsections (a.), (b), (c), and (g), the total 
cost of all construction and acquisition 1n 
each of titles I, II, III, and IV zne.y n'Ot ex
ceed the total amount authorized to be a.p
propria.ted in that title. 

(b) VARIATIONS IN INSTALLATION TOTAL&
UNUSUAL VARIATIONS IN COST.-Except as 
provided in subsections (c) and (d), any 
of the amounts specified in titles I, II, Ill, 
and IV of this Act (other than in sections 
103, 203, 300, and 403) may, at the disC'l'e
tion of the secretary of the military depa.z;t
ment or Director of the defense agency con
cerned, be increased by 5 per centum when 
inside the United States (other than Alaska 
or Hawa.1i), and by 10 per centum when 
outside the United States or in Alaska or 
He.wa.1i, 1! the Secretary of the mlllita.ry de
partment or Director of the defense agency 
concerned determines tha;t such increase ( 1) 
is required for the sole pUI'pOBe of meeting 
unusual variations in cost, and (2) could 
not have been reasonably anticipated at the 
time such estimate was submitted to the 
Congress. 

(C) VARIATIONS IN INSTALLATION TOTALS.-
0NLY ONE PROJECT AT AN INSTALLATION.
When the aanount named for any construc
tion or acquisition 1n title, I, II, III, or IV 
of this Act involves only one project at any 
:o:UUtary installation and the Secretary of the 
m111talry department or Director of the de-



21234 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 30, 1979 
tense agency concerned detennines that the 
amount authorized must be increased by 
more than the applicable percentage pre
scribed in subseotion (b), the Secretary of 
the military department or Director of the 
defense agency concerned may proceed with 
such construction or acquisition if the 
amount of the increase does not exceed by 
more than 25 per centum the amounrt named 
for such project by the Congress. 

(d) VARIATIONS IN INSTALLATION TOTALS
REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.
When the Secretary of Defense determines 
that any amount named in title I , II, III, or 
IV of this Act must be exceeded by more 
than the percentages permitted 1n subsec
tions (b) and (c) to accomplish authorized 
construction or acquisition, the Secretary of 
the military department or Director of the 
defense agency concerned may proceed with 
such construction or acquisition after a writ
ten report of the facts relating to the in
crease of such amount, including a state
ment of the reasons for such increase, has 
been submitted to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives, and either ( 1) thirty days have 
elapsed from the date of submission of such 
report, or (2) both committees have indi
cated approval of such construction or acqui
sition. Notwithstanding the provisions in 
prior Military Construction Authorization 
Acts, the provisions of this subsection shall 
apply to such prior Acts. 

(e) COST AND SCOPE VARIATIONS OF INDIVID
UAL PROJECTS; REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-No In
dividual project authorized under title I, II, 
III, or IV of this Act for any specifically listed 
military installation for which the current 
working estimate is greater than the statu
tory upper limit for minor construction 
projects, may be placed under contract 1!-

( 1) the approved scope of the project is re
duced in excess of 25 per centum; or 

(2) the current working estimate, based 
upon bids received, for the construction of 
such project exceeds by more than 25 per 
centum the amount authorized for such 
project by the Congress; 
until a written report of the facts relating to 
the reduced scope or increased cost of such 
project, including a statement of the reasons 
for reduction in scope or increase in cost, has 
been submitted to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives, and either thirty days have 
elapsed from the date of submission of such 
report, or both committees have indicated 
approval of such reduction in scope or in
crease in cost, as the case may be. 

(f) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.-The 
Secretary of Defense, or the Secretary's desig
nee, shall submit an annual report to the 
Congress identifying each individual project 
(other than a project authorized under sec
tion 103, 203, 303, or 403) which has been 
placed under contract in the preceding 
twelve-month period and with respect to 
which the then current working estimate of 
the Department of Defense based upon bids 
received for such project exceeded the 
amount authorized by the Congress for that 
project by more than 25 per centum. The 
Secretary shall also include in such report 
each individual project with respect to which 
the scope was reduced by more than 25 per 
centum in order to permit contract award 
within the available authorization for such 
project. Such report shall include all perti
nent cost information for each individual 
project, including the amount in dollars a.nd 
percentage by which the current working 
estimate based on the contract price for the 
project exceeded the amount authorized for 
such project by the Congress. 

(g) COST AND FLOOR AREA VARIATIONS
SOLAR ENERGY .-The Secretary of Defense 
shall encourage the utilization of solar en
ergy as a source of energy for projects au
thorized by this Act where utlUza.tion of 
solar energy would be practical and eco-

nomically feasible. In order to equip any 
project authorized by this Act with solar 
heating equipment, solar cooling equipment, 
or both solar heating and solar cooling 
equipment, the Secretary of Defense may 
authorize increases in the cost limitations 
or floor area limitations for such project by 
such amounts as may be necessary for such 
purpose. Any increase under this section in 
the cost of floor area of a project authorized 
by this Act shall be in addition to any other 
increases in such cost or variation in floor 
area limitations authorized by this or any 
other Act. 

CONSTRUCTION SUPERVISION 
SEc. 604. Contracts for construction made 

by the United States for performance within 
the United States and its possessions under 
this Act shall be executed under the juris
diction and supervision of the Corps of Engi
neers, Department of the Army; the Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, Depart
ment of the Navy; or such other department 
or Government agency as the Secretaries of 
the military departments recommend and 
the Secretary of Defense approves to assure 
the most efficient, expeditious, and cost
effective accomplishment of the construc
tion herein authorized. The Secretaries of 
the military departments shall report an
nually to the President of the Senate and 
Speaker of the House of Representatives a 
breakdown of the dollar value of construc
tion contracts completed by each of the sev
eral construction agencies selected together 
with the design, construction supervision, 
and overhead fees charged by each of the 
several agents in the execution of the as
signed construction. Further, such contracts 
(except architect and engineering contracts 
which, unless specifically authorized by the 
Congress shall continue to be awarded in ac
cordance with presently established pro
cedures, custoins, and practice) shall be 
awarded, insofar as practicable, on a com
petitive basis to the lowest responsible bid
der, if the national security will not be 1m
paired and the award is consistent with 
chapter 137 of title 10, United States Code. 
The Secretaries of the miUtary departments 
shall report annually to the President of the 
Senate and Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives with respect to all contracts 
awarded on other than a competitive basis 
to the lowest responsible bidder. Such re
ports shall also show, in the case of the ten 
architect-engineering firms which, in terms 
of total dollars, were awarded the most busi
ness; the names of such firms; the total 
number of separate contracts awarded each 
firm; and the total amount paid or to be 
paid in the case of each such action under 
all such contracts awarded such firm. 

REPEAL OF PRIOR YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS: 
EXCEPTIONS 

SEc. 605. (a) As of October 1, 1980, all au
thorizations for military public works, in
cluding family housing, to be accomplished 
by the Secretary of a m11itary department 
in connection with the establishment or de
velopment of installations and facilities, and 
all authorizations for appropriations there
for, that are contained in titles I, II, m, 
IV, and V of the Military Construction Au
thorization Act, 1979 (Public Law 95-356; 
92 Stat. 565), and all such authorizations 
contained in Acts approved before September 
8, 1978, and not superseded or otherwise 
modified by a later authorization are re
pealed except-

( 1) authorizations for public works and for 
appropriations therefor that are set forth in 
those Acts in the titles that contain the 
general provisions: and 

(2) authorizations for public works proj
ects as to which appropriated funds have 
been obligated for construction contracts, 
land acquisition, or payments to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, in whole or in 

part, before October 1, 1980, and authoriza
tions for appropriations therefor. 

(b) Notwithstanding the repeal provisions 
of subsection (a) of this section and section 
605 of the Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act, 1979 (Public Law 95-356, 92 Stat. 
583), authorizations for the following items 
shall remain in effect until October 1, 1981: 

(1) Barracks Complex-Trainee construc
tion in the amount of $14,967,000 at Fort 
Benning, Georgia, authorized in section 101 
of the Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 358). 

(2) Brooke Army Medical Center Hospital 
alteration in the amount of $10,000,000, at 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, authorized in sec
tion 101 of the Military Construction Au
thorization Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-8); 
91 Stat. 358). 

(3) Reception Station construction in the 
amount of $5,886,000 at Fort Benning, Geor
gia, authorized in section 101 of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Public 
L-aw 95-82; 91 Stat. 358). 

(4) POMCUS Maintenance Complexes in 
the amount of $33,768,000 at Ka.iserslautern. 
Pirmasens, Germersheim, Gerzweski Bar
racks, Mannheim, Miesau, Nahbollenba.ch, 
and Neureut Kaserne, all in Germany, au
thorized in section 101 of the Military Con
struction Authorization Act, 1978 (Public 
Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 360). 

t 5) Morse Training Building construction 
in the amount of $2,400,000 at Naval Tech
nical Training Center, Pensacola, Florida, 
authorized in section 201 of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Public 
Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 362). 

(6) Medical/Dental Branch Clinic con
~·truction in the amount of $4,350,000 at the 
Navy Regional Medical Center, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii, (Naval Station, Midway Island), au
thorized in section 201 of the Military Con
"truction Authorization Act, 1978 (Public 
Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 362). 

( 7) Relocation of the weapons range from 
the Culebra Complex in the amount of $12,-
000,000 for the Atlantic Fleet Weapons Range, 
Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, authorized in 
"ection 204 of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1974 (Public Law 93-166; 
87 Stat. 668) and extended in section 605(b) 
(H) of the Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act, 1976 (Public Law 94-107; 89 Stat. 
565) and in section 605(b) (4) of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Pub
lic Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 376). 

(8) Industrial Waste Collection in the 
amount of $2,650,000 at the Naval Torpedo 
Station, Keyport, Washington, authorized in 
section 201 of the Military Construction Au
thorization Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-82; 91 
Stat. 363). 

( 9) Municipal Sewer Connection in the 
amount of $2,100,000 for the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California, au
thorized in section 201 of the Military Con
struction Authorization Act, 1978 (Public 
Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 363). 

( 10) Municipal Sewer Connection in the 
amount of $4,150,000 fer the Navy Public 
Works Center, Norfolk, Virginia, authorized 
in section 201 of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-82; 
91 Stat. 363). 

( 11) Municipal Sewer Connection in the 
amount of $2,200,000 for the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
authorized in section 201 of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Pub
lic Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 363). 

( 12) Alter Sewage Treatment and Disposal 
Facilities in the amount of $631,000 at King 
Salmon Airport, Alaska, authorized 1n sec
tion 301 of the Millta.ry Construction Au
thorization Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-82; 91 
Stat. 366). 

( 13) Slnall Aircraft Maintenance Facility 
in the amount of $1,928,000 for Moody Air 
Force Base, Georgia, authorized in section 
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301 of the Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 
367). 

(14) High Energy Laser Facility construc
tion in the amount of $33,449,000 at White 
Sands, New Mexico, authorized in section 
401 of the Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act, 1978 (Public Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 
369). 

( 15) CIDC Field Operations Building at 
Fort Hood, Texas, in the amount of $890,000 
authorized in section 101 of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Public 
Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 358). 

(16) Radar Operations Fac111ty at Redstone 
Arsenal, Alabama, in the amount of $962,000 
authorized in section 101 of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1978 (Pub
lic Law 95-82; 91 Stat. 358). 

UNIT COST LIMITATIONS 
SEc. 606. None of the authority contained 

in titles I, ll, III, and IV of this Act shall be 
deemed to authorize any bullding construc
tion projects inside the United States in ex
cess of a unit cost to be determined in pro
portion to the appropriate area construction 
cost index, based on the following unit cost 
llmitations where the area construction in
dex is 1.0: 

( 1) $48 per square foot for permanent bar
racks; or 

(2) $52 per square foot for unaccompanied 
officer quarters; 
unless the Secretary of Defense, or the Sec
retary's designee, determines that, because 
of special circumstances application to such 
project of the limitations on unit cost con
tained in this section is impracticable. Not
withstanding the limitations contained in 
prior Military Construction Authorization 
Acts on unit costs, the limitations on such 
costs contained in this section shall apply 
to all prior authorizations for such construc
tion not heretofore repealed and for which 
construction contracts have not been 
awarded by the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

TITLE VII-GUARD AND RESERVE 
FORCES FACILITIES 

AUTHORIZATION FOR FACILITIES 
SEc. 701. Subject to chapter 133, of title 

10, United States Code, the Secretary of 
Defense may establish or develop additional 
facilities for the Guard and Reserve Forces, 
including the acquisition of land therefor, 
but the cost of such facilities shall not ex
ceed the following amounts: 

( 1) For the Department of the Army: 
(a) Army National Guard of the United 

States, $18,237,000. 
(b) Army Reserve, $24,824,000. 
(2) For the Department of the Navy: 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserves, 
$16,090,000. 

(3) For the Department of the Air Force: 
(a) Air National Guard of the United 

States, $29,500,000. 
(b) Air Force Reserve, $9,500,000. 

WAIVER OF CERTAIN RESTRICTIONS 
SEc. 702. The Secretary of Defense may 

establlsh or develop installations and fa
cilities under this title without regard to 
section 3648 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 529), and sections 4774 
and 9774 of title 10, United States Code. 
The authority to place permanent or tem
porary improvements on lands includes au
thority for surveys, administration, over
head, planning, and supervision incident to 
construction. That authority may be exer
cised before title to the land is approved 
under section 355 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended ( 40 U.S.C. 255) . and even 
though the land is held temporarily. The 
authority to acquire real estate or land in
cludes authority to make surveys and to 
acquire land and interests in land (includ
ing temporary use). by gift, purchase, ex-

change of Government-owned land, or 
otherwise. 

SEc. 703. Paragraph ( 1) of section 2233a 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out "$100,000", and inserting in 
lieu thereof, "$175,000". 

TITLE Vill-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
REVISIONS TO MINOR CONSTRUCTION 

AUTHORITY 
SEc. 801. Section 2674 of title 10, United 

States Code, is amended as follows: 
(a) At the end of subsection (b) add the 

following: "Provided, That such approvals 
are not necessary for projects at specified 
locations that have been identified in the 
annual military construction program sub
mitted by the Department of the Defense 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives.". 

(b) At the end of subsection (f) add the 
following: "Provided, That such notice is 
not necessary for projects at specified loca
tions that have been identified in the an
nual military construction program sub
mitted by the Department of Defense to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Sen
ate and the House of Representatives.". 
DEVELOPMENT OF SOURCES OF ENERGY ON MILI-

TARY LANDS AMENDMENT 
SEc. 802. Section 803 of the Military Con

struction Authorization Act, 1979 (Public 
Law 95-356) is amended as follows: 

(a) Delete the title and in lieu thereof in
sert: "DEVELOPMENT OF SOURCES OF ENERGY ON 
OR FOR MILITARY INSTALLATIONS". 

(b) In subsection (b) (1) after the word 
"jurisdiction" insert "or on private prop
erty". 

USE OF ROI-NAMUR ISLAND 
SEC. 803. The Secretary of Defense, or the 

Secretary's designee, is authorized to pay to 
the land owners of Roi-Namur Island, Mar
shall Islands District of the Trust Territories 
of the Pacific Islands, such an amount as the 
Secretary of Defense determines to be in the 
public interest for the use after 1960 Roi
Namur Island by the Government of the 
United States to the extent or in such 
amounts as may be provided in appropriation 
Act. 

LAND EXCHANGE, KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
SEc. 804. (a) The Secretary of the Air Force 

(hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary") 
is authorized to convey to King County, 
Washington, all right, title, and interest of 
the United States in and to the land and im
provements which comprise t.he 143d Combat 
Squadron, Washington Air National Guard, 
leased site located at Boeing Field, Seattle, 
Washington. Such conveyance shall be made 
subject to such terms and conditions pur
suant to,.....an Exchange Agreement as the Sec
retary considers appropriate, but may not be 
made' until a replacement facility !or such 
Air National Guard u1l.it is available in ac
cordance with subsection (b). 

(b) In consideration for such conveyance 
by the Secretary under subsection (a), King 
County shall-

( 1) make available to the Secretary a lease
hold interest in land and funds for the pur
chase or making of improvements on such 
land which are acceptable to the Secretary 
as a replacement facility for such Air Na
tional Guard unit pursuant to an Exchange 
Agreement; or 

(2) convey to the United States unencum
bered fee simple title to land in the area of 
Seattle, Washington, which contains im
provements acceptable to the Secretary as a 
replacement facility !or such Air National 
Guard location. 

(c) Funds made available under subsec
tion (b) (1) or (2). and land conveyed under 
subsection (b) (1), shall be subject to terms 
and conditions which shall be agreed upon 
by the Secretary and King County and which 
the Secretary considers to be in the public 

interests. I! the cost of the replacement 
facility is less than the fair market value 
or the appr.?-ised value dated February 20, 
1978, by Roland James Hoefer and Asso
ciates of the existing facility for the Air 
National Guard unit, King County shall pay 
the amount of the difference between such 
costs to the United States, and such amount 
shall be deposited in the Treasury as mis
cellaneous receipts. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL IN
STITUTE OF STRATEGIC STUDIES 

SEc. 805. The Secretary of Defense may 
authorize the expenditure of up to $500,000 
from funds authorized to be appropriated !or 
minor construction in title I, II, III, or IV 
for the purpose of a capital contribution to 
the International Institute of Strategic 
Studies. 
USE OF FORMER ENT AIR FORCE BASE BY THE 

OLYMPIC COMMITTEE 
SEc. 806. Notwithstanding the provisions 

of the Federal Property and Administration 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, the Ad
ministrator of General Services is author
ized to convey the excess 5.6 acres of land and 
improvements on the remaining portion of 
the former Ent Air Force Base, Colorado 
Springs, Colorado, to the United States 
Olympic Committee without compensation. 
The Committee may accept and administer 
such property in furtherance of the United 
States Olympic amateur athletic activities. 
If the property ceases to be ut111zed by the 
United States Olympic Committee for con
duct of such activities, it shall be returned 
to the Administrator of General Services !or 
disposition. 

l:SE OF MASS TRANSIT ON MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

SEc. 807. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of Defense 
may authorize the use of mass transit vehi
cles on any military installation if the use 
of such vehicles on such installation is deter
mined, in accordance with regulations is
sued by the Secretary of Defense, to be ef
ficient, practical, and in the best interest of 
the United States. In determining whether 
the use of mass transit vehicles on any mili
tary installation is in the best interest of the 
United States, the Secretary of Defense shall 
require that careful consideration be given to 
the potential for saving energy and reducing 
air pollution. 

(b) All costs of operating and maintain
ing mass transit vehicles on military installa
tions shall be borne by the users of the 
vehicles by means of a fare schedule estab
lished in accordance with regulations issued 
by the Secretary of Defense. Funds accruing 
under the fare schedule shall be retained by 
the military installation to the extent neces
sary to offset operating and maintenance 
costs. Any funds accruing under the fare 
schedule that are in excess of such costs 
shall be transferred to the Treasury as mis
cellaneous receipts. 

(c) Mass transit vehicles used on any mil
itary installation under authority of this 
section may be Government-owned vehicles 
operated by Federal employees or contractor
owned and operated vehicles, whichever 
is more cost efficient, as determined under 
regulations issued by the Secretary of De
fense. 

(d) This section shall not apply to the 
transportation of personnel by mass transit 
vehicles on any military installation if the 
transportation of such personnel is incident 
to training or other operational activities on 
such installation. 
PAYMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SHARE 

FOR UPGRADING WASTE TREATMENT FACILITIES 
UTILIZED BY MILITAJ!.Y INSTALLATIONS 
SEc. 808. (a) Subject to the provisions of 

subsection (b), in any case in wthich a waste 
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treatment !acllity ls being altered, remod
eled, improved, or extended !or the purpose 
of complying with the provisions of section 
201(b) of the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1281) and such facility 
treats the waste !rom any military installa
tion under a contract arrangement with the 
Department of Defense, the Secretary of De
fense shall pay to the appropriate authority, 
as the Department of Defense's share for the 
upgrading of such !aclllty, an amount agreed 
upon hy the Secretary of Defense and tJhe 
appropriate authority. 

(b) Funds may be used !or the purpose of 
paying the Department of Defense's share in 
connection with the alteration, remodeling, 
improvement, or extension of a waste treat
ment !ac111ty, as authorized by subsection 
(a), only if such funds have been specifically 
authorized to be used !or such purpose by 
legislation enacted on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 
PROHmiTION ON THE REALIGNMENT OF LORING 

AIR FORCE BASE 
SEc. 809. With respect to the base realign

ment decisions announced by the Secretary 
of the Air Force in March 1979, no funds 
authorized to be appropriated by tJhis or any 
other Act shall be obligated or expended !or 
the purpose of the realignment of the Stra
tegic Air Command's (SAC) Loring Air Force 
Base. 

DAVIS-BACON WAIVER 

SEc. 810. Subsection (a) of the first section 
of the Act of March 3, 1931 (46 Stat. 1494; 
40 U.S.C. 276a(a)), commonly referred to as 
the Davis-Bacon Act, is amended by strik
ing out "in excess of $2,000 to which the 
United States or the District of Columbia 
is a party for construction, alteration and/or 
repair, including painting and decorating of 
public buildings or public works of the 
United States or the District of Columbia 
within the geographical limits of the States 
of the Union or the District of Columbia," 
and inserting therefor the following lan
guage: "to which the United States or the 
District of Columbia is a party, in excess of: 

"(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) 
and (3), $10,000 for construction of public 
buildings or public works of the United 
States or the District of Columbia; 

"(2) $2,000 for any construction on exist
ing public buildings or public works, in
cluding but not limited to alteration and/or 
repair, painting and decorating, and new 
additions to such buildings or works; and 

"(3) $2,000 where such contract is for a 
part of a construction project in excess of 
$10,000; 
within the geographic limits of the States 
of the Union or the District of Columbia,". 

ALABAMA SPACE AND ROCKET CENTER 
SEc. 81l. (a} Section 2 of Public Law 90-

276 is amended-
( 1) by inserting " ( 1) " immediately before 

"A certain tract or parcel of land containing 
35.69 acres"; 

(2) by striking out the period immediately 
after "Secretary of the Army'' and substitut
ing "; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(2) A certain tract or parcel of land con
taining approximately 300 acres, less that 
land occupied by the Department of the Navy 
on the date of enactment of this paragraph, 
lying within range 1 west, township 4 south, 
parts of sections 8 and 9, more particularly 
described as beginning at the established 
northeast corner of the Alabama Space and 
Rocket Center, running east along the Red
stone Arsenal northern boundary, thence 
south along the Redstone Arsenal eastern 
boundary to a point north of the northwest 
corner of the intersection of Patton Road 
and Goss Road, thence west parallel to the 
north side of Goss Road to MacDonald Creek, 
thence northwesterly parallel to the east 

bank of the creek to the northern line of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority easement, 
thence west along the easement to the Ala
bama Space and Rocket Center established 
corner, thence north and east along the Ala
bama Space and Rocket Center boundary to 
point of beginning. The exact description of 
such property 1s to be determined by an ac
curate survey and approved by the Secretary 
of the Army.". 

(b) Section 3 of Public Law 90-276 1s 
amended by-

(1) inserting "and related educational and 
recreational purposes" after "instrumentali
ties"; and 

(2) striking "purpose" and substituting 
"purposes". 
PROPOSED CLOSURE OR THE REALIGNMENT OF 

FORT INDIANTOWN GAP AND NEW CUMBERLAND 
ARMY DEPOT IN PENNSYLVANIA 
SEc. 812. No action with respect to the pro

posed closure or the realignment of Fort In
diantown Gap, Annvme, Pennsylvania, or 
New Cumberland Army Depot, New Cumber
land, Pennsylvania, shall be taken until the 
Secretary of the Army has conducted a study 
of the economic impact on central Pennsyl
vania of (1) the proposed closure or realign
ment, as the case may be, of each such 
military installation, and (2) the recent nu
clear accident that occurred at Three Mile 
Island, Middletown, PennsylvaJ?-ia. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed. 

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the Secretary of the 
Senate be authorized to make technical 
and clerical corrections in the engross
ment of S. 1319. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the bill, as passed, be 
printed in full with amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I wish once 
again to thank my colleague from South 
Carolina, the ranking minority member 
on our subcommittee, for his coopera
tion; our excellent staff on the subcom
mittee and the full committee for their 
help and indulgence; and, of course, 
the Senator from New Jersey and others 
who have helped. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
wish to express my appreciation for the 
able leadership provided on this bill by 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
and the staffs on both sides for the fine 
work they did. 

(The remarks of Mr. KENNEDY and 
Mr. BELLMON in connection with the in
troduction of legislation are printed 
under Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.) 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to extend beyond 
30 minutes, and that Senators may speak 
therein up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEMENT
NOMINATION OF ROBERT N. 
CLEMENT, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE 
A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS OF THE TENNESSEE 
VALLEY AUTHORITY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

as in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that there be a 3-hour time 
limitation on the nomination of Mr. 
Clement--I cleared this with Mr. HEFLIN, 
Mr. BAKER, and Mr. SASSER-that the 
Senate go into executive session upon 
the completion of the orders for the rec
ognition of the two leaders on Thursday, 
or the completion of orders for the rec
ognition of Senators, whichever situation 
may obtain, and that the time be equally 
divided between Mr. HEFLIN and Mr. · 
RANDOLPH, the chairman of the commit
tee, or his designee, and that, upon the 
expiration of that time, or upon its being 
yielded back, the vote occur on the nom
ination; and that upon the disposition 
of the nomination the Senate return to 
legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEMENT
S. 265 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at the time 
that Calendar Order No. 267, S. 265, the 
Equal Access to Justice Act, is made the 
pending business before the Senate, that 
there be a time agreement as follows: 
2 hours to be equally divided between 
Mr. THURMOND and Mr. DECONCINI; 1 
hour on any amendment; 30 minutes on 
any second degree amendments 10 min
utes on any debatable motion, appeal, 
or point of order, if such is submitted 
to the Senate, and that the agreement 
be in the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered, Th&lt when the Sena.te proceeds 

to the oonsidera.tion of S. 265 (Order No. 
267), a bill entitled "Equal Access to Justice 
Act," deba.te on any amendment in the first 
degree shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided a.nd controlled by the mover 
of such and the man-ager of the bill; debate 
on any amendment in the second degree shall 
be limited to 30 minutes, to be equa.lly 
divided and controlled by the mover of such 
and the ma.na.ger of the blll; oand debate on 
any debatable motion, appeal, or point of 
order which is submitted or on which the 
Chair enter.twins deba.te shall be limited to 
10 minutes, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of such and the man
ager of the blll: Provided, That in the event 
the manager of the bill is in favor of a.ny 
such amendment or motion, the time in C'p
position thereto shall be controlled by the 
minority leader or his designee: Provided. 
further, That no amendment that is not 
germane to the provisions of the said blll 
shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question o! 
final passage of the said blll, debalte shall be 
limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) and the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. DECONCINI): 
Provided, That the said Senators, or either of 
them, may, from the time under their con-
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trol on the passage of the said bill, allot ad
ditional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any amendment, debatable 
motion, appeal, or point of order. 

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal
endar No. 1090. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object----and I will not ob
joot--this item has been cleared on our 
side. It will take a few minutes to get the 
Senator here who will manage the bill on 
this side, and I assume the situa.tion is 
the same on the other side. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will be glad 
to put in a quorum call, with the time not 
to be charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 490) to protect archeological re

sources owned by the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources with an 
amendment to strike all after the enact
ing clause and insert the following: 

SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CONTENTS 
SEcTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 
1979". 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
SEc. 1. Short title and table of contents. 
SEc. 2. Findings and purpose. 
SEc. 3. Definitions. 
SEc. 4. Excavation and removal. 
SEc. 5. Custody of resources. 
SEc. 6. Prohibited acts. 
SEc. 7. Penalties. 
SEc. 8. Civil damages. 
SEc. 9. Rewards; forfeiture. 
SEC. 10. Confidentiality. 
SEc. 11. Regulations; intergovernmental co

ordination. 
SEc. 12. Savings provisions; mining; rock col

lection. 
SEC. 13. Report. 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 
SEc. 2. (a.) The Congress finds that--
( 1) archaeological resources on public 

lands and Indian lands are an accessible and 
irreplaceable part of the Nation's heritage; 

(2) these resources are increasingly endan-
gered because of their commercial attractive
ness; and 

(3) existing Federal laws do not provide 
adequate protection to prevent the loss and 
destruction of these archaeological resources 
and sites resulting from uncontrolled ex
cavations and pillage. 

(b) The purpose of this Act is to protect, 
for the present and future benefit of the 
American people, the archaeological resources 
and sites which are 011 public lands and In
dian lands. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 3. As used in this Act--
(a) The term "archaeological resource" 

means any material remains of past human 
life or activities which are of archaeological 
interest, as determined under uniform reg
ulations promulgated pursuant to this Act. 
Such archaeological resources shall include, 

but not be limited to: pottery, basketry, bot
tles, weapons, weapon projectiles, tools, 
structures or portions of structures, pit 
houses, rock paintings, rock carvings, in
taglios, graves, human skeletal materials, 
nonfossilized and fossilized paleontological 
specimens when found in an archaeological 
context, and any portion or piece of any of 
the foregoing itexns. No item shall be treated 
as an archaeological resource under regula
tions under this paragraph unless such i tern 
is at least fifty yea.rs of age. 

(b) The term "Federal land manager" 
means, with respect to any public lands, the 
Secretary of the department, or the head of 
any other agency or instrumentality of the 
United States, having primary management 
authority over such lands. In the case of any 
public lands or Indian lands with respect to 
which no department, agency, or instru
mentality has primary management author
ity, such term means the Secretary of the 
Interior. If the Secretary of the Interior con
sents, the responsibilities (in whole or in 
part) under this Act of the Secretary of any 
department (other than the Department of 
the Interior) or the head of any other agen
cy or instrumentality may be delegated to 
the Secretary of the Interior with respect to 
any land managed by such other Secretary 
or agency head, and in any such case, the 
term "Federal land manager" means the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

(c) The term "public lands" means-
( 1) lands or interests in lands which are 

administered as part of-
( A) the National Park System, 
(B) the National Wildlife Refuge System, 

00: 
(C) the National Forest System; and 
(2} all other lands the fee title to which 

is held by the United States other than lands 
an the Outer Continental Shelf; 

(d) The term "Indian lands" means lands 
of Indian tribes, or Indian individuals, 
which are either held in trust by the Unit
ed States or subject to a restriction against 
alienation imposed by the United States. 

(e) The term "Indian tribe" means any 
Indian tribe, band, nation, or other orga
nized group or community, Lncluding any 
Alaska Native village or regional or vlllage 
corporation as defined in, or established pur
suant to, the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act (85 Stat. 688). 

(f) The term "person" means an individ
ual, corporation, pal"tnership, trust, institu
tion, association, or any other priv81te entity 
or any officer, employee, agent, department, 
or instrumentality of the United States, of 
an Indian tribe or of any State or polltical 
subdivision thereof. 

(g) The term "State" means any of the 
fifty States, the District of Columbia., Puerto 
Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands. 

EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL 
SEc. 4. (a) Any person may apply to the 

Federal land manager for a permit to ex
cavate oa- remove any archaeological resource 
located on publ'ic lands or Indian lands and 
to carry out activities associated with such 
excavation or removal. The appllcaltion shall 
be required, under uniform regulations un
der this Act, to contain such information as 
the Federal land manager deexns necessary, 
including information concerning the time, 
scope, and location and specific purpose of 
the proposed work. 

(b) A permit may be issued pursuant to 
an ap.plication under subsection (a) if the 
Federal land manager determines, pursuant 
to uniform regulations under this Act, that--

( 1) the applicant is qualified to carry out 
the permitted activity; 

(2) the activity is undertaken for the 
purpose of furthering archaeological knowl
edge in the public interests; 

( 3) the archaeological resources derived 
from public lands will rema.in the property 

of the United States, and such resources and 
copies of associated archaeological records 
and data will be preserved by a sUiltable 
university, museum, or other scientific or 
educational institution; and 

(4) the activity pursuant to such permit 
is not inconsistent with any xnanagement 
plan applicable to the public lands con
cerned. 

(c) If a permit issued under this section 
may result in harm to, or destruction of, 
any religious or cultural site, as deterinined 
by the Secretary of the Interior, before issu
ing such perinit the Secretary shall notify 
any Indian tl'ibe which may consider the 
site as having religious or cultural im
portance. Such notice shall not be deemed 
a disclosure to the public for purposes of 
section 10. 

(d) Any permit under this section shall 
collJtaJ.n such terxns and conditions, pur
suant to uniform regulations promulgated 
under t.his Act, as the Federal land manager 
concerned deexns necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act, to insure compLiance 
with other applicable provisions of law, and 
to protect other resourees involved. 

(e) Es.ch perinit under this section shall 
identify the individual who shall be respon
sible for carrying out the terms and condi
tions of the permit and for otherwise com
plying with this Act and other law applicable 
to the permitted activity. 

(f) Any perinit issued under this section 
may be suspended by the Federal land man
ager upon his determination that the per
xnlttee has violated any provision of section 
6, or the terms and conditions of the permit. 
Any such permit may be revok€d by such 
Federal land manager assessment of a civil 
penalty under section 7(a) against the per
mittee or upon the perxnittee's conviction 
under section 7 (b) . 

(g) (1) No permit shall be required under 
this section or under the Act of June 8, 1906 
(16 U.S.C. 431) for the excavation or remov
al by any Indian tribe or member thereof of 
any archaeological resource located on Indian 
lands of such Indian tribe: Provided, That, 
in the absence of tribal law regulating the 
excavation or removal of archaeological re
sources on Indian lands, an individual trib
al member shall be required to obtain a 
perinit under this section or under the Act 
of June 8, 1906 (16 U.S.C. 431). 

(2) In the case of any permits for the ex
cavation or removal of any achaeological re
source located on Indian lands, the perinit 
may be granted only after obtaining the con
sent of the Indian or Indian tribe owning 
such lands. The permit shall include such 
terxns and conditions as may be requested by 
such Indian or Indian tribes. 

(h) (1) No perxnit or other permission shall 
be required under the Act of June 8, 1906 
(16 U.S.C. 431-433) for any activity for which 
a perxnit is issued under this section. 

(2) Any perrnlit issued under the Act of 
June 8, 1906, shall remain in effect according 
to its terxns and conditions following the en
actment of this Act. No permit under this 
Act shall be required to carry out any activity 
under a perinit issued under the Act of 
June 8, 1906, before the date of the enact
ment of this Act which remains in effect as 
provided in this paragraph, and nothing in 
this Act shall modify or affect any such 
permit. 

(i) Issuance of a perxnit in accordance 
with this section and applicable regulations 
shall not require compllance with section 
106 of the Act of October 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 
917, 16 u.s.c. 470f) 0 

CUS'lODY OF RESOURCES 
SEc. 5. The Secretary of the Interior may 

promulgate regulations providing for-
( a) the exchange, where appropriate, be

tween suitable universities. museums, or 
other scientific or educational institutions, 
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of archaeological resources removed from 
public lands and, with the consent of the In
dian or Indian tribe, Indian lands pursuant 
to this Act, and 

(b) the ultimate disposition of such re
sources and other resources removed pursu
ant to the Act of June27, 1960 (16 U.S.C. 469-
469c) or the Act of June 8, 1906 ( 16 U.S.C. 
431-433). 
Following promulgation of regulations under 
this section notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, such regulations shall govem 
the disposition cf archaeological resources 
removed from public lands and Indian lands 
pursuant to this Act. 

PROHIBITED ACTS 

SEC. 6. (a) No person may excavate, remove, 
damage, or otherwise alter or deface any 
archaeological resource located on public 
lands or Indian lands unless such activity is 
pursuant to a permit issued under section 4, 
a permit referred to in section 4(h) (2), or 
the exemption contained in section 4(g) (1). 

(b) No person may sell, purchase, ex
change, transport, receive, or offer to sell, 
purchase, or exchange any archaeological re
source if such resource was excavated or re
moved from public lands or Indian lands in 
violation of-

( 1) the prohibition contained in subsec
tion (a); or 

(2) any provision, rule, regulation, ordi
nance, or permit in effect under any other 
provision of Federal law. 

(c) No person may sell, purchase, ex
change, transport, receive, or offer to sell, 
purchase, or exchange, in interstate or for
eign commerce, any archaeological resource 
excavated, removed, sold, purchased, ex
changed, transported, or received in violation 
of any provision, rule, regulation, ordinance, 
or permit in effect under State, or local law. 

(d) The prohibitions contained in this sec
tion shall take effect on the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

PENALTIES 

SEc. 7. (a) (1) Any person who violates any 
prohibition contained in a regulation or per
mit issued under this Act may be assessed a 
civil penalty by the Federal land manager 
concerned. No penalty may be assessed under 
the subsection unless such person is given 
notice and opportunity for a hearing with re
spect to such violation. Each violation shall 
be a separate offense. Any such civil penalty 
may be remitted or mitigated by the Federal 
land manager concerned. 

(2) The amount of such penalty shall be 
determined under regulations promulgated 
pursuant to this Act, taking into account

(A) the archaeological or commercial 
value of the archaeological resource involved; 
and 

(B) the cost of restoration and repair of 
the resource and the archaeological site 
involved. Such regulations shall provide that, 
in the case of a second or subsequent viola
tion by any person, the amount of such civil 
penalty may be double the amount which 
would have been assessed if such violation 
were the first violation by such person. 
The amount of any penalty assessed under 
this subsection shall not exceed $1,000 for 
each violation or $2,000 in the case of a sec
ond or subsequent violation. 

(3) Any person aggrieved by an order 
assessing a civil penalty under paragraph (1) 
may file a petition for judicial review of such 
order with the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia or for any other 
district in which such a person resides or 
transacts business. Such a petition may only 
be filed within the thirty-day period begin
ning on the date the order making such 
assessment was issued. The court shall hear 
such action on the record made before the 
Federal land manager and shall sustain his 
action if it is supported by substantial evi
dence on the record considered as a whole. 

( 4) If any person fails to pay an assess
ment of a civil penalty-

( A) after the order making the assessment 
has become a final order and such person 
has not filed a petition for judicial review 
of the order in accordance with paragraph 
(3); or 

(B) after a court in an action brought 
under paragraph (3) has entered a final 
judgment upholding the assessment of a 
civil penalty, the Federal land ma.nagers 
may request the Attorney General to insti
tute a civil action in a district court of the 
United States for any district in which such 
person is found, resides, or transacts business 
to collect the penalty and such court shall 
have jurisdiction to hear and decide any such 
action. In such action, the validity and 
amount of such penalty shall not be subject 
to review. 

(5) Hearings held during proceedings for 
the assessment of civil penalties authorized 
by paragraph ( 1) of this subsection shall be 
conducted in accordance with section 554 of 
title 5 of the United States Code. The Federal 
land manager may issue subpenas for the 
attendance and testimony of witnesses and 
the production of relevant papers, books, 
and documents, and administer oaths. Wit
nesses summoned shall be paid the same 
fees and mileage that are paid to witnesses 
in the courts of the United States. In case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey a subpena 
served upon any person pursuant to this 
paragraph, the district court of the United 
States for any district in which such person 
is found or resides or transacts business, 
upon application by the United States and 
after notice to such person, shall have juris
diction to issue an order requiring such per
son to appear and give testimony before the 
Federal land manager or to appear and pro
duce documents before the Federal land 
manager, or both, and any failure to obey 
such order of the court may be punished 
by such court as a contempt thereof. 

(b) Any person who knowingly violates, 
or solicits or employs any other person to 
violate, any prohibition contained in section 
6 shall, upon: conviction, be fined not more 
than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 
one year, or both. If the commercial or 
archaeological value of the archaeological re
sources involved and the cost of restoration 
and repair of suc.h resources exceeds the sum 
of $5,000, any person who knowingly violaJtes, 
or solicits or employs any other person to 
violate, any prohibition contained in section 
6 shall be fined not more than $20,000 or im
prisoned not more than two years, or both. 
In the case of a second or subsequent viola
tion under this subsection the penalty shall 
be $100,000, or five years, or bath. 

CIVIL DAMAGES 

SEc. 8. (a) Any person who violates a pro
hibition: contained in section 6 shall be liable 
to the United States for any damage to the 
archaeological resource involved and may be 
sued civilly in the United States district 
court for the dJ.striot in which the resource 
in located. 

(b) For purposes of this section, damages 
to an archaeological resource include-

( 1) the archaeological value of the re
source: 

(2) the commercial value of the resource; 
and 

( 3) the cost of restoration and repair of 
the resource and the site involved. 

REWARDS; FORFEITURE 

SEc. 9. (a) Upon the certification of the 
Federal land manager con;cerned, the Secre
tary of the Treasury is directed to pay, from 
pen3l ties and fines collec:ted under section 
7, an amount equal to one-half of such 
penalty or fine, but not to exceed $500, to any 
person who furnishes information which 
leads to the finding of civil violaJtion. or the 
conviction of criminal violation with respect 

to which such penalty or fine was paid. If 
several persons provided such information, 
such amount shall be divided among such 
persons. No officer or employee of the United 
States or of any State or local government 
who furnishes information or renders serv
ices in the performance of ·his official duties 
shall be eligible for paymerut under this sub
section. 

(b) All archaeological resources with re
spect to which a violation of section 6 oc
curred and which are in the possession of 
any person, and all vehicles and equipment 
of any person which were used in connection 
with such violation, may be (in the discre
tion of the court or adininistrative law judge, 
as the case may be) subject to forfeiture to 
the United States upon-

(1) such person's conviction of such vio
lation under section 7(b); 

(2) assessment of a civil penalty against 
such person under section 7 (a) with respect 
to such violation; or 

(3) a determination by any court that 
such archaeological resources, vehicles, or 
equipment were involved in such violation. 

(c) In cases in which a violation of the 
prohibition contained in section 6 involve 
archaeological resources excavated or re
moved from Indian lands, the Federal land 
manager or the court, as the case may be, 
shall provide for the payment to an Indian 
or Indian tribe inv0lved of all damages col
lected pursuant to section 8 and forfeitures 
under this section. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

SEc. 10. Information concerning the na
ture and location of any archaeological re
source for which the excavation or removal 
requires a permit or other permission under 
this Act or under any other provision of 
Federal law may not be made available to 
the public under subchapter II of chapter 
5 of title 5 of the United States Code or 
under any other provision of law unless 
the Federal land manager concerned deter
mines that such disclosure would-

( a) further the purposes of this Act or 
the Act of June 27, 1960 (16 U.S.C. 469-
469c); and 

(b) not create a risk of harm to such re
sources or to the site at which such re
sources are located. 

REGULATIONS," INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

COORDINATION 

SEc. 11. (a) The Secretaries of the Inte
rior, Agriculture, and Defense, after con
sultation with other Federal land managers, 
Indian tribes, and representatives of con
cerned State agencies, and other public 
notice and hearing, shall promulgate such 
uniform rules and regulations as may be 
appropriate to carry out the purposes of 
this Act. Such rules and regulations may 
be promulgated only after consideration of 
the provisions of the American Indian Re
ligious Freedom Act (92 Stat. 469; 42 U.S.C. 
1996). 

(b) Each Federal land manager shall 
promulgate such rules and regulations, 
consistent with the uniform rules and regu
lations under subsection (a), as may be ap
propriate for the carrying out of his func
tions and authorities under this Act. 

SAVINGS PROVISIONS; MINING,· ROCK 

COLLECTION 

SEc. 12. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed to repeal or modify the mining 
or mineral leasing laws of the United States. 

(b) Nothing in this Act applies to, or re
quires a permit for, the collection for pri
vate purposes of any rock or mineral which 
is not an archaeological resource, as deter
mined .under uniform regulations promul
gated pursuant to this Act. 

REPORT 

SEc. 13. As part of the annual report sub
Initted to the Congress under section 5(c) 
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of the Archaeological Recovery Act of 1960 
(74 Stat. 220; 16 U.S.C. 469-469a), the Sec
retary of the Interior shall include a report 
to the Congress respecting the activities 
carried out under this Act. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may sug
gest the absence of a quorum, without the 
time being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Daniel Dreyfus, 
Michael Harvey, Tom Williams, Laura 
Beaty, and Tony Bevinetto of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee staff 
have the privilege of the floor during the 
consideration of S. 490. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 473 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
three amendments to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask them to be considered en 
bloc? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask unanimous con
sent that they be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read 

the amendment. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
1. On page 16, llne 17, delete the semi-colon 

and add "and lands under the jurisdiction of 
the Smithsonian Institution.". 

2. On page 16, beginning on line 18 through 
line 22, delete subsection (d) and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: "The term 'Indian 
lands' means land the fee title to which is 
held by Indian tribes, or Indian individuals, 
either in trust by the United States or sub
ject to a restriction against alienation im
posed by the United States.". 

3. On page 22, following line 11, add a new 
subsection (e) as follows: " (e) Nothing in 
subsection (b) (1) of this section shall be 
deemed applicable to any person with re
spect to an archaeological resource which 
was in the lawful possession of such person 
prior to the date of the enactment of this 
Act.". 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum and I 
ask unanimous consent that the time not 
be charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Oregon for a unani
mous-consent request. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Cindy Calfee, Steve Crow, and 
George Ramonis be given the privileges 
of the floor during the debate on this 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, on May 
15, the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee reported S. 490, the pending 
measure. The amendments which I am 
offering are of a technical nature and 
are consistent with the intent of this 
proposal. 

The first amendment would insure 
that persons in lawful possession of 
archeological resources prior to the date 
of enactment of this act may retain or 
dispose of those resources as they wish, 
without fear of prosecution. 

The second amendment would exempt 
the lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Smithsonian Institution from the defini
tion of public lands. 

The third and final amendment clari
fies the term "Indian lands" to mean 
those lands in which fee title is held by 
Indian tribes, or Indian individuals. 

On February 26, 1979, S. 490 was in
troduced by Senators DOMENICI, SCHMITT; 
DECONCINI, GOLDWATER, and EAGLETON. 
The Subcommittee on Parks, Recreation, 
and Renewable Resources, of which I am 
chairman, held a hearing on May 1, 
1979. Subsequent to that hearing, the bill 
was virtually redrafted based on testi
mony and further considerations by the 
sponsors and ordered it reported, with 
amendments. 

The purpose of S. 490 is to provide 
greater protection than currently exists 
for archeological resources located on 
public lands and Indian lands by pro
viding penalties commensurate with the 
value of the resources damaged or re
moved from those lands. It is hoped that 
this legislation will serve as a deterrent 
to the increasing incidence of looting 
archeological treasures found on those 
lands. Because of certain deficiencies in 
existing law, it has become evident that 
new authority is critically needed to in
sure adequate protection of these price
less resources. 

Several important amendments were 
adopted by the committee during con
sideration of this proposal. I believe that 
a brief discussion of those changes would 
be beneficial to my colleagues. As intro
duced, S. 490 would have made it illegal 
to possess archeological resources. This 
provision was felt to be too onerous, and 
inconsistent with the purpose of the leg
islation-which is to stop illegal activities 
occurring on public lands and Indian 
lands. Therefore, the committee deleted 
"possession" as a prohibited act. 

Next, the committee modified the pen
alty section by including a misdemeanor 
provision for violations involving archeo
logical resources with a value of less than 
$5,000. Felony prosecutions would there-

fore be limited to major violations of 
the act. 

I want my colleagues to be aware of a 
situation which now exists on the public 
lands, esp~cially in the Southwest region. 
A handful of individuals have found it 
very profitable to enter inadequately pa
trolled public lands with backhoes or 
similar equipment and excavate sites of 
ancient ruins in search of artifacts. Some 
of the pottery which is removed is known 
to bring the sellers up to $20,000 on the 
national and international art market. 
Even more important than the loss of 
these artifacts, however, is the loss of 
the scientific information which is de
stroyed when sites are excavated by pot
tery hunters. Although no law currently 
exists to prohibit the sale of these ille
gally obtained artifacts, if enacted, sec
tion 6(b) of S. 490 would make that act 
illegal. 

During the committee consideration of 
the civil penalty provision, the "ticket 
writing" enforcement authority for mi
nor offenses administered by Federal 
land managers was thoroughly discussed. 
While the committee believes it is neces
sary to provide Federal land managers 
with a variety of enforcement measures 
appropriate to situations involving those 
who might unknowingly violate the act, 
the committee also re:ognizes the diffi
culties associated with adopting civil 
penalties. 

The committee is aware that the po
tential may exist for abuse of this cita
tion authority and expressed concern 
that the protection of individuals af
forded by the presumption of innocence 
could be eroded by an arbiJtrary or ex
cessive administrative application of 
civil penalties in contested situations. 
The committee, therefore, emphasized in 
its report that civil penalties should be 
used sparingly, and then only in situa
tions which clearly warrant an enforce
ment action. This authority should not 
be used to harass those citizens in the 
normal use of public lands or those who 
inadvertently infringe on regulations in 
minor ways. 

I wish to make clear that no provision 
of S. 490 would affect existing laws deal
ing with mining or mineral leasing. Some 
have been concerned that S. 490 might 
interfere with previously approved ac
tivities on public lands. Under the rules 
and regulations issued pursuant to the 
Antiquities Act of 1906, permits are is
sued to carry out surveys prior to the 
issuance of leases for uses of the public 
lands. This procedure would continue 
as it has in the past. But, once an ac
tivity in underway, other existing laws 
become applicable. Section 12 of S. 490 
is designed to specifically protect mul
tiple use activities on the public lands. 
In addition, this proposal would not in
terfere with field casting of paleonto
logical specimens on the public domain. 
This activity is presently carried out 
under separate authority of the local 
land managing bureau which has imme
diate jurisdiction on the land in ques
tion. 

Many members of the committee are 
concerned about the education of the 
visitors to our public lar.ds, and I urge 
Federal land managers to publish in-
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formation regarding the significance of 
archeological resources and the impor
tance of their protection. While specific 
sites should not be signed, signs should 
be posted at popular access points to 
public lands to inform the visitor that 
such sites exist within the area and 
further, that such sites contain valuable 
information and are protected by law. 
Educ-ation of the visitor, may, in the long 
run, reduce the number CJf incidents on 
public lands. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
these three amendments. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, has 
the Senator offered the three en bloc? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes, they have been 
offered en bloc, and if the Senator from 
New Mexico wishes to discuss any part 
of those three amendments, I would be 
happy to yield to him for that or any 
other purpose. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I merely wanted to 
say that, as the principal sponsor of the 
bill, I support them. I would only want 
to make the point that your first amend
ment, the one that makes sure that 
people in possession of artifacts not be 
prosecuted under this new statute, will 
define and make valid a constitutionally 
effective statute, in that we did not in
tend that they be subject to it when we 
reported it. Is that not correct, Senator 
BUMPERS? 

Mr. BUl\IPERS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator's amend

ment will clarify and make that more 
certain to others that it is precisely what 
we intended and what I intended. 

I have no objection. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I would say for the 

record that the two Senators from Ari
zona (Mr. GOLDWATER and Mr. DECON
CINI) both express strong support for the 
amendment. As a matter of fact, Senator 
DECONCINI had the amendment prepared, 
and we just introduced it as one of the 
three being off~red en bloc. 

Mr. President, I ask for the adoption 
of those three amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have the 
Senators all yielded back their time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time on the amendments. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield back all our 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the vote occurs 
on agreeing to these amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ex

press my appreciat.ion to the chairma..11 
of our subcommittee and the comanager 
of the bill today, Mr. BUMPERS. 

Mr. President, the Antiquities Act of 
19-06, which has provided the legal basis 
for protecting America's prehistoric and 
historic heritage, is no longer adequate. 
Artifact hunters and collectors have been 
descending on national forests, parks, 
and public lands in ever increasing num
bers. Depredatioru; have occurred pri
marily in the Southwest but extend to 
all States including my own State of 
Oregon. 

The drafters of the 1906 act could 
not have anticipated the lucrative mar
ket in these artifacts nor could they an-

ticipate the use of bulldozers and back
hoes in eliminating a piece of history to 
get a pot. 

I fully support Senator DoMENicr's ef
forts to correct this problem. I would 
also point out that he has offered several 
refinements to his bill, S. 490, to 
strengthen and improve it. The commit
tee unanimously accepted these amend
ments. The sponsors have offered other 
amendments which would conform with 
House..,passed language. One amendment 
would assure those persons who now law
fully possess artifacts of their right to 
sell, transport, purchase, exchange, 
transport or receive archeological re
sources. I support this amendment along 
with the other two submitted en bloc. 

Mr. President, S. 490, the Senate re
ported bill, has three additions that the 
sponsors and the distinguished floor 
manager have accepted and explained. 
I urge passage of S. 490 with the amend
ments, and also H.R. 1825, as amended 
to reflect the provisions of S. 490. 

Mr. President, I merely want to take 
this opportunity to underscore that I per
sonally am grateful to Senator DoMENICI, 
from New Mexico, for having given the 
initial thrust to this bill in our commit
tee and in introducing the bill. 

Senator DoMENICI has been long in
volved in this matter, and once again 
has demonstrated unique leadership in 
bringing this to a point where we now 
have a bill that I think people can live 
with without being subject to the severe 
and harsh penalties that were once con
sidered important for this kind of legis
lation. 

So I want to commend not only the 
initial idea by the Senator from New 
Mexico, but also his willingness to com
promise and work out a bill now that I 
believe, once passed and once it is signed 
into law, will be enforceable and will pro
tect the national treasures that have now 
been subject to vandalism and just plain 
being carried off by souvenir hunters 
and others who are not thinking of to
morrow or the next generation. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 5 minutes? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I would be happy to. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 

from Arkansas and the Senator from 
Oregon for bringing this matter through 
the committee to a final conclusion, and 
to the floor. I particularly want to thank 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas. He is chairman of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources that has jurisdiction over this 
subject matter. 

Frequently, unless a Senator has a 
particular interest in his State or his 
region, as busy as we have b~en, it is 
difficult for some Senators to find time 
to take up matters that are really of na
tional interest, but another part of this 
great Nation is affected more than theirs. 
That was the case here. 

Serious thieveries of American arti
facts off of public domain lands are oc
curring, both Federal public domain and 
Indian trust lands, and it is not a small 
item; it is not just a little vandalism. It 
is a major industry in crime. 

They actually are finding ways to get 
on to public domain with bulldozers. 

They have schemes to hire Mexican na
tionals and pay them on a concession 
basis, that if they will steal these valu
able artifacts of our past history, they 
will pay them a kind of finder's fee. 

The way the law is drawn today, in 
one whole section of the country, be
cause of a circuit court opinion, we have 
no laws that can be enforced against 
that kind of public domain thievery. This 
was called to our attention out in the 
Southwest by U.S. attorneys who could 
not prosecute, who were very much con
cerned about finding a constitutional 
way to define an artif.act, which would 
permit them to prosecute. 

Senator BUMPERS took the time and 
put forth the effort because he saw it to 
be very important for our country, if 
not for his State, to enact this measure 
into law, and I thank him for that. 

I also would like to say, lest there be 
some concern that this bill is intended 
to thwart the legitimate endeavors of 
people like Boy Scouts and the like to go 
onto the public domain and, as a matter 
of ethnic interest and, in pursuit of their 
educational growth, be looking for 
arrowheads -and the like, that we do not 
have any intention to interfere with such 
legitimate pursuits, nor does this bill in
tend that. 

For many years it was a crime to steal 
valuable artifacts. It is just that a court 
has ruled that, since we did not define 
the term "artifact," we were going to 
have to let criminals loose. The purpose 
of this bill is to plug that loophole, and 
at the same time grant those who have a 
reasonable and logical right to use the 
public domain to further their education 
and knowledge of American history to do 
so, without taking from it valuable 
artifacts. 

Mr. President, as I say, recent court 
decisions have made the 1906 Antiquities 
Act unenforceable in certain States. In 
order to reinstate protection of archeo
logical sites on public lands and to pro
vide a more streamlined system for 
enforcement, this legislation was intro
duced. Joined by my distinguished col
leagues in the Senate from New Mexico 
and Arizona, this legislation was intro
duced in February 26, 1979, as S. 490. 
The House passed a version of this legis
lation on July 10, 1979. 

Since 1906, the law has stated that any 
antiquity found on public land is the 
property of the United States. Land man
agers were given authority to protect 
such finds with criminal prosecution of 
violators. 

In recent years, the rise in prices of 
prehistoric Indian artifacts and other 
archeological resources has created a 
large international demand. Professional 
looters have been active in the Southwest 
and elsewhere pirating these sites on 
public lands, in some cases with bull
dozers. Virtually tens of thousands of 
dollars worth of artifacts have been 
taken from public lands in New' Mexico. 
Mimbres pots are being illegallv dug out 
on consignment and sold in the interna
tional art market. And sffice the court 
decision, prosecutors in certain States 
are powerless to protect these national 
resources. 

The general intent of this legislation 
is to deter this sort of criminal conduct 
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by restoring the enforcement provisions 
of the old act. 

The bill provides that no archeologi
cal resources may be disturbed or re
moved from public lands without first 
re~eiving a permit from the Secretary of 
the agency whose lands are involved. In 
order to be able to enforce this provi
sion, both criminal and civil procedures 
are provided. The civil prorcedures are 
designed to insure that casual, unwitting 
violators are protected from criminal 
prosecution. I believe this a significant 
improvement over the old act. 

Other changes in the revised language 
of S. 490 which we consider today dem
onstrate a concern for those uncertain
ties raised by citizens of the Southwest 
in recent correspondences. 

I am concerned as are Senators GoLD
WATER, DECONCINI, and SCHMIDT about 
the rights of the legitimate private col
lector and private museums. I agree 
with Senator DECONCINI in his recom
mendation to delete possession of an ob
ject as one of the prohibited acts. 

Another change that may be needed 
which is included is to insure that pro
tection and deterrence is provided with
out infringing on Indian land rights and 
contributing to the destruction of Indian 
religious, cultural, or historical values. If 
a site is currently used for religious pur
r:-oses. we must respect that use. 

I want to make sure that the permit
ting procedures in this bill do not lay out 
another cumbersome, time-consuming 
constraint on legitimate mining, explora
tion and other activities on public lands. 
This bill in no way requires or obligates 
or burdens mining companies. I say that 
in no uncertain terms and with the con
currence of all committee members. 

Finally, I say to the agencies which will 
be administering this law that it is in
cumbent upon them to educate the pub
lice about these provisions. The old act 
was generally unenforced and little 
understood by the public. Perhaps the 
reluctance to subject a naive citizen to 
criminal prosecution was the reason for 
this. This new language will no longer 
necessitate such drastic measures. En
forcement has been greatly simplified yet 
retains the teeth necessary to deter the 
criminal. However, only proper promul
gation of this bill and a conscientious 
educational effort to inform the citizens 
of what is expected of them on public 
lands will insure its practicability. 

Mr. President, this bill embodies a 
workable, enforceable law to protect our 
national archaeological heritage while at 
the same time expanding the enjoinment 
of using the public lands by our citizens. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial from 
the Santa Fe New Mexican, dated Thurs
day, March 1, 1979, indicating that the 
adoption of this measure is a matter of 
considerable importance for our area, 
and an article published in the Albuquer
que Journal of April 15, 1979, outlining 
the dimensions of the problem. 

There being no objection, the article 
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

(From the New Mexican Opinion, Mar. 1, 
1979] 

ADOPT ARTIFACTS ACT 

New Mexico's U.S. Sen. Pete V. Domenici 
and Arizona's U.S. Rep. Morris Udall have in
troduced measures in Congress which would 
prohibit the raiding of archaeological sites 
for profit. 

The bills would have a direct effect on the 
looting and plundering of old ~ndia~ sites 
in New Mexico by collectors seekmg pnceless 
pottery, carvings and other artifacts. . 

The prices and demand for these prehis
toric Indian materials have risen so high 
that unscrupulous collectors and dealers are 
using mechanical equipment to rip open 
sites. 

Because of this greed and careless destruc
tion of archaeological sites, important scien
tific information is being lost forever. 

Domenici and Udall have introduced iden
tical measures which would make raiding 
Indian ruins a federal offense punishable by 
up to two years in prison and up to $20,000 
in fines. Any archaeological resources which 
are recovered would be confiscated. 

This proposed federal act contains several 
features which make it a good law which 
both federal and state officials can use to 
protect archaeological sites. 

If enacted, the law would dovetail with ex
isting state laws, such as New Mexico's, so 
that offenders could not skip to another state 
to avoid prosecution. 

The bill would provide for civil penalties 
such as light fines and confiscation of arti
facts for pottery hunters who accidently vio
late the law. 

The bill would provide a $2,500 reward to 
people who report illegal activity. Hunters, 
hikers and other outdoor recreation enthusi
asts would be encouraged to report archaeo
logical raiding if they knew they would be 
eligible for a reward. 

This act is needed to prevent the whole
sale destruction of our Indian heritage by 
persons bent on profits not preserving his
tory. Legitimate archaeological rzsearch 
would be permitted through an Interior· De
partment permit system. 

Congress should act favorably on this 
measure as soon as possible to provide the 
umbrella of federal jurisdiction needed to 
adequately protect these sites. 

[From the Albuquerque Journal, 
Apr. 15, 1979] 

LOOTERS DESTROYING UNWRITTEN HISTORY; 
NEW BILL SUPPORTED 

(By Larry Brown) 
Professional and amateur archaeologists, 

who have been watching with mounting rage 
and frustration as looters destroy America's 
unwritten past in the southwest, are ap
plauding the course through Congress of a 
bill aimed at stopping the pillage. 

Today the systematic looting of archae
ological sites is a high-profit, small-risk 
venture. 

Looters find eager markets for pottery, 
shards, effigies, stone tools and other relics 
on the east and west coasts, in Japan and 
in Europe. They are leaving behind trails 
of desecration. 

Reportedly one pottery bowl taken from 
a Mimbres cultural site in southwest New 
Mexico was marketed on the east coast for 
$20,000. 

Prices ranging from $1,000 to $4,000 are 
not unusual. 

Professional looters rip into sites using 
backhoes and bulldozers, and, says Jerry 
Brody, head of the Maxwell Museum at the 
University of New Mexico, "They literally 
destroy the site and completely ruin any 
possibility of scientific investigation." 

Current law, the Antiquities Act of 1906, 
provides only a $500 fine and 90 days in jail 

as a maximum penalty for such looting, and, 
in addition, has come under attack as being 
constitutionally vague. 

The U.S. Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals, 
with jurisdiction in New Mexico, Kansas, 
Oklahoma, Colorado, Utah and Wyoming, 
has upheld the act in the case of two Deming 
pottery dealers sentenced in U.S. District 
Court in Las Cruces in January to serve 90 
days on each of 11 counts after being found 
guilty of excavating Mimbres Indian bowls. 

Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals judges 
ruled the act "gives a person of ordinary in
telllgence a reasonable opportunity to know 
that excavating prehistoric Indian burial 
grounds and appropriating 800- to 900-year
old artifacts is prohibited." 

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, which 
has jurisdiction in states west of the Tenth 
Circuit states, ruled the 1906 act unconsti
tutional. 

In Albuquerque U.S. Magistrate Peter Gal
lagher found the law unconstitutional in 
the trial of a man charged with excavating 
pottery pieces at a 900-year-old Zuni ruin. 
In August 1977, Gallagher dismissed charges 
against a 25-year-old Harvard medical stu
dent because he said the law was vague. 

Because of the conflict between the rul
ings by the Ninth and Tenth Circuit Courts 
of Appeals the issue may go to the Supreme 
Court. 

Even when the law has been enforced, au
thorities say professional "pothunters"-the 
term most often used-see the penalties as 
part of the cost of doing business. 

The new bill is being pushed in Congress 
by a number of sponsors from southwestern 
states, including all New Mexico senators and 
House members. New penalties could range 
as high as $100,000 in fines and five years 
in prison for two or more violations. 

The maximum penalty for a first convic
tion is $20,000 and two years in prison. 

And the bill-the "Archaeological Re
sources Protection Act of 1979"-seeks to 
overcome the fact that many sites are re
mote and there is a lack of federal man
power to police them by adding rewards up 
to $2,500 for information leading to the 
conviction of violators. 

Brody said prior to the passage of a state 
law last year, which made the use of bull
dozers at archaeological sites illegal, much 
of the fragile Mimbres culture which thrived 
around 950 to 1150 A.D. near Silver City was 
destroyed. 

"Much of it was completely wiped out," 
he said. "Bowls were buried with individuals 
under the floors of rooms, and to reach them 
pothunters went in with bulldozers and zip, 
zip, zip-it's gone. 

"We're not talking about a family out on 
a picnic picking up a piece, but big business 
that can afford bulldozers and expecting to 
make a couple of hundred thousand in their 
enterprise," he said. 

Brody is especially distressed about the 
Mimbres Culture because he has studied it 
for years, and last year published a book 
about it. But other sites in the state have 
suffered a similar fate. 

Richard Bice of Albuquerque, a member of 
the New Mexico Archaeological Society, said 
other areas raided by professional pothunt
ers include the lava beds near Grants and 
a site on Forest Service land in the Jemez 
Mountains. 

"It is primarily of concern in the Mimbres 
area because of the type of pottery the an
cient peoples made was very well decorated 
with animal and human figures, and the 
price a bowl decorated like that can bring 
is in the thousands of dollars," Bice said. 

The New Mexico Archaeological Society has 
strongly endorsed the proposed bill. 

The proposed law is not without detrac
tors, however. 

Ironically, two people who have spoken out 
against it are amateur members of the Grant 
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county Archaeological Society, who have 
studied the Mimbres Culture around Silver 
City. 

Mrs. Joe Haymes, of Silver City, calls the 
bill "a thievery act." 

"Because it's retroactive they can take 
away private collections," she said. "The 
way it's written, a fossil collector can 't even 
pick up an ordinary rock without ending up 
in the penitentiary." 

She said because the bill identifies an 
"archaeological resource" as something at 
least 50 years old, the bill is going to hurt 
salvage operators, junk dealers , barbwire col
lectors. bottle collectors and other amateurs. 

Kenneth Cookin, also of Silver City, said 
he is concerned about a section of the bill 
that requires such resources be preserved 
" for a satisfactory period of time" by a uni
versity, museum or other scientific or edu
cational institution. 

Cookin claims priceless items have passed 
through museums and universities after a 
"satisfactory period" to other countries. 

A collection once at Western New Mexico 
University is now in Mexico City in a mu
seum, he claims, and another collection given 
to the University of New Mexico is now in 
London, England. 

"The real pothunters are from the uni
versities," Cookin said, "and these people are 
a big marketing factor in pottery and arti
fact s . They are also interested in turning 
what belongs to us all into their own private 
collections." 
Coo~dn said the bill will hurt "amateurs," 

and makes a strong case for amateur archae
ologists. 

"King Tut's tomb was found by an ama
teur," he said. "The old Viking coin, the Fol
som sites over in Texas, all found by ama
teurs. In many cases amateurs are doing a 
finer, more dependable job, than profes
sionale from universities." 

Mrs. Haymes also claims university archae
ologists ... take the cream from sites they 
explore. 

"Did you ever visit an archaeologists's 
home?" she asked. "Barry Goldwater has a 
fabulous collection-I've seen it." 

Sen. Barry Goldwater, R-Arizona, is one 
of the sponsors of the bill. 

"If this blll passes we'll have to stand by 
and watch our country be raped by pothunt
ers with doctor's degrees behind their 
names," Mrs. Haymes said. 

To support their argument against the 
bill, Mrs. Haymes and Cookin use exactly the 
same argument as those who support the 
blll. 

"These things on federal land belong to 
all the people," they said, and the sentiment 
w·as echoed by Mark Michel, one of the bill's 
strongest supporters. 

Michel, of Santa Fe, is also a member of the 
New Mexico Archaeological Society. 

"These things are the property of the 
United States and should only be removed by 
a permit," Michel said. "Instead they are 
finding their way into the international mar
ket, in Japan, Paris, New York." 

As far as the law allowing the government 
to take private collections, Michel said, "The 
government could seize them right now if 
they could prove they were taken lllegally." 

Michel said the chances of this happening 
are "not likely. It would be pretty hard to 
prove." 

Brody, who supports the blll, defends the 
"professional" archaeologists from universi
ties . 

"We have a different philosophy, usually 
conservative and conservation minded. Ama
teurs frequently are not," he said. 

POTHUNTERS OBLITERATE MIMBRES PAST 

(By Dr. Jerry Brody) 
Jerry Brody tenderly cradled a rough clay 

bowl in his hands. 

Brody was in the basement of the Maxwell 
Museum standing in front of shelves of pot
tery and artifacts. 

"We don't like to discuss the appraised 
value of a piece because when we put it on 
display we want people to think about the 
artifact and not think of dollar bills," Brody 
said. 

He was talking about the fact a Mimbres 
bowl was reported sold to a dealer on the 
east coast for $20,000. 

"We don't put a price tag on pots," he 
said, "but if we did ... " 

The outside of the Mimbres pottery bowl 
was earth colored and unfinished, but the 
inside was as smooth as glass and depicted 
two mountain sheep in a swirling pattern. 

"I have personally handled about 4 ,000 
Mimbres pots and if I didn't know where this 
came from I would be suspicious. It's in al
most too fine a condition, but it is docu
mented." 

The pot was discovered by Steve LeBlanc, a 
member of the private Mimbres Foundation. 
The ancient Pueblo culture placed such pots 
over the heads of deceased people when they 
buried them. 

"After he found it, it took him two days 
just to dig it out," Brody said. "If it had been 
found by a professional pothunter it would 
just have been grabbed. They don't consider 
that with documentation it would be more 
valuable, they are after the quick buck." 

Brody said Mimbres pottery is particularly 
valuable to researchers because the execu
tion is remarkably fine and because it fits 
the ideals of what a work of art is. 

The pottery has pictures of life forms, ani
m3Js , t:eople, birds, interaction, and Brody 
said, "Not only carries an awful lot of infor
mation about people but appeals to our hu
manity." The ancient culture near Silver 
City was unique to the southwest, he said. 
Evidence shows there was considerable trade 
with other parts of the southwest. 

Unfortuna.tely, many intriguing questions 
raised by Mimbres research may never be 
answered. Looters systematically destroyed 
sites searching for artifacts to market. 

Brody reaches down another bowl, holding 
it up to show three holes smashed through 
the bottom. 

"Sometimes when we find a hole in a pot 
we know it was a kill hole, and the pot was 
placed over a dead person. But what hap
pened here is that a pothunter, probably 
using an eight to 10 foot long iron bar, poked 
around in the ground. 

"The pothunter hopes to hear a clink as a 
reward to tell him he'd found something," 
Brody continues, using the crafts of his trade 
to read the actions of a 20th century man. 

"The hunter tried and missed, but he hit 
this pot three times," he said. "The vandal
ism at the site is terrible, and these pothunt
ers are stealing property that belongs to all 
of us." 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank both Sen
ators for their efforts, and for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement by 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. DECoN
CINI) be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DECONCINI 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT 
OF 1979 

Much of this Country's cultural heritage 
has evolved on what is now federally owned 
land, especially in the West and Southwest. 
The physical remnants of those cultures, in-

eluding our own immediate past, remain on 
public lands and in public ownership. We 
share this heritage and share the responsi
bility and obligation to treat this great re
source with respect, and in a manner that 
will best serve the present and future public 
interest. 

American archaeological and historic arti
facts have a great deal of cultural and so
ciological value; and, of course, monetary 
value. These artifacts are valued not only 
in the United States but throughout the 
world by public institutions, private collec
tors, and investors. Because of this wide in
terest, there has been, in recent years, a 
massive assault on archaeological sites and 
other historic resources which remain on 
Federal lands. Profit-minded looters, using 
sophisticated equipment, are stealing and 
destroying the last vestiges of our heritage. 

Contributing to this deplorable situation 
has been the lack of the legal protection 
originally intended by Congress through the 
Antiquities Act of 1906. Relevant provisions 
of the Antiquities Act have been held uncon
stitutionally vague in the Ninth Circuit by 
the U.S. Court of Appeals, (which includes 
Arizona). In effect, this ruling invites pro
fessional looters to raid the public lands in 
nine Western States by tying the hands of 
Federal enforcement agencies. 

I commend my distinguished colleague, 
Senator Bumpers and his capable staff, for 
their dedication to the purposes of this act. 
Through their efforts, a legislative proposal 
has been reported that is structured enough 
to meet our objectives, but flexible enough 
to accommodate the many and sometimes 
conflicting demands on our public lands and 
resources. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act clearly defines, for the first time, the 
term "Archaeological Resource." Artifacts and 
objects which have historical significance are 
included, but the Act differs from the An
tiquities Act by excluding the paraphernalia 
of our present-day society. It should be 
stressed that this proposal includes only 
those objects which are already on publlc 
lands and which are already in public own
ership. Certain specific exemptions have been· 
recommended, but it should be pointed out 
that simply omitting a class of objects from 
this definition of an archaeological resource, 
and from the scope of this Act, would not 
allow the acquisition of those objects by pri
vate individuals. To infer otherwise would 
be misleading. 

From the letters and comments I re
ceived from my constituents after the blll 
was i'ntroduced, it became clear that cer
tain provisions of the Act a,s originally 
drafted would unintentionally affect some 
individuals and busineEses who' have legi
timate concerns and interests. Most of con
flicts were addressed and corrected in com
mittee mark-ups. 

However, my greatest concern with the 
bill as reported, was with the prohibition 
against selling or exchanging resources 
currently in private possession. It was the 
intent of this sponsor to prevent the future 
destruction of archaeological treasures and 
not unjustly punish private collectors and 
others who have acted legally in the past. 
It has been my concern that the provisions 
of Section G , subsections (b) and (c) should 
not be applicable with respect to any a.r
cha.eologica,l resource. if the resource was re
moved from the public land or Indian lands 
prior to the date o! enactment of this Act. 

Since the bill has been amended to in
clude the "grandfather" provision, I am 
satisfied that it can be workable and prac
tical. This amendment insures museums, 
institutions. and thousands of individuals 
who legally own archaeological artifacts 
that they will not be in violation of Federal 
law if they wish to sell, exchange, or transport 

/ 
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those artifacts. There should be, of course, 
no exemption for the sale of artifacts taken 
megally from the public lands after the date 
of enactment of this act. 

The bill as reported by the committee, and 
amended, differs in several respects from 
the companion bill reported by the House 
of Representatives, (H.R. 1825). Some of the 
differing provisions of the House bill are 
not without merit and should be given 
consideration by the conferees. For example, 
the House bill would permit a Governor 
of any State to receive a permit on behalf 
of the state or its educational institutions, 
for any designee as the Governor deems 
qualified. I could support such a provision if 
the designee is required to possess the s~me 
qualifications or meet the same requ.u-e
ments as any other individual who would 
apply for a permit through regular chan
nels. Protection of our public resources is 
a responsibility willingly shared by our State 
governments and by the citizens af the 
State. This law, like any other law, can only 
work if it has the active support of the local 
people. The people of Arizona are known for 
their respect of the public lands. They have 
done much over the past 100 years to pro
tect the character and vitality of the public 
lands and Indian lands while promoting the 
careful and rational use of our natural 
resources. 

In that regard, nothing in this Act is in
tended to restrict public access to the Fed
eral lands or modify multiple use activities 
now permitted under existing laws. 

I truly regret that it is necessary to legis
late to protect the interests of the vast ma
jority from the reckless greed of a relative 
t.ew, but I am pleased to note the bill is 
an improvement over the Antiquities Act 
in several positive aspects. It not only elim
inates criminal penalties for most minor 
violations, it expands the permit process and 
will have the positive effect of including a 
greater segment of our population in order
ly excavations. It wlll also promote a greater 
knowledge and understanding of our heritage 
through an expanded exchange program be
tween museums and other institutions. 

In total, it is my belief that this Act will 
serve notice that our common heritage 
should be shared openly and that the plun
dering of our publicly owned archaeological 
and historic resources will no longer be 
tolerated. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 1825, 
the House companion measure to S. 490. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator withhold for a moment on 
that? The bill is open to further amend
ment. Are there further amendments? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, if there 
be no further amendments, I move the 
adoption of the committee amendment, 
as amended. 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I won
der if I might be recognized at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arkansas yield time to 
the Senator from Alaska? 

CXXV--1337-Part 16 

Mr. BUMPERS. Are we under con
trolled time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We 
are under controlled time. The Senator 
has 8 minutes remaining on the bill. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time does 
the Senator need? 

Mr. GRAVEL. How much time is there 
on amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty 
minutes, equally divided, on each amend
ment. 

Mr. GRAVEL. !f I may have about 8 
or 10 minutes, it is not my purpose to 
delay. I just want to raise some items 
for the RECORD that are very important 
to me and my State. I would hope I 
might have this time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas and the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon may 
have an additional 10 minutes each on 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without obJection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, although 
the people putting this bill together ap
parently took deliberate effort to avoid 
direct amendment of the 1906 Antiquities 
Act, the .r.1ajor effect of the legislation 
before us would be to amend the original 
act to include a more comprehensive list 
of pr.ohibited activities, such as pur
chasing and transporting artifacts, and 
more severe penalties for such activities. 

I wholeheartedly concur that such re
visions are necessary to deal more effec
tively and realistically with the problems 
of the theft and destruction of our his
torical and archeological heritage on 
Federal lands. But, just as the Antiquities 
Act is not effective today in doing what 
it was intended to do, other portions of 
the act are being used for purposes which 
were never envisioned or intended by the 
original authors. I submitted testimony 
to the committee when hearings were 
held on this measure encouraging the 
members to examine all the intents and 
provisions of the 1906 Antiquities Act to 
see if it is working in the way it was 
designed. I sincerely feel the following 
amendments are vital to make this act 
truly responsive to the goals of protecting 
historic and archeological resources: 

HISTORIC AND SCIENTIFIC INTEREST 

The act gives the President authority 
to withdraw "historic landmarks, historic 
and prehistoric structures, and other 
objects of historic or scientific interest" 
as national monuments. Yet, on Decem
ber 1, 1978, the Secretary of the Interior 
proclaimed 56 million acres in Alaska as 
national monuments which have long 
been studied and acclaimed by the In
terior Department and environmental 
groups for their scenic, recreational, 
wilderness, and fish and wildlife values. 
In only a very few distinct areas have 
historic and archeological values been of 
prime concern. In the House and Senate 
reports on the Antiquities Act it is clear 
that the purpose of the act is to protect 
distinct archeological areas and sites and 

"objects,'' not for the far broader pur
poses attributed to our national park or 
wildlife refuge systems. 

Thus, I would recommend the defini
tion of "objects of historic or scientific 
interest" be amended in the act to in
clude only historic, archeological remains 
associated with human behavior. 

SIZE OF WITHDRAWALS 

The act fur·ther provides that the land 
withdrawn "shall be confined to the 
smallest area compatible with the proper 
care and management of the objects to 
be protected." In a floor colloquy on the 
bill in the House in 1906, the following 
exchange took place: 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How much land 
will be taken off the market in the Western 
States by the passage of the blll? 

Mr. LACEY. Not very much. The bill provides 
that it shall be the smallest area necessary 
for the care and maintenance of the objects 
to be preserved. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Would it be any
thing like the forest-preserve bill, by which 
seventy or eighty million acres of land in 
the United States have been tied up? 

Mr. LACEY. Certainly not. The object is en
tirely different. It is to preserve these old 
pueblos in the Southwest, whilst the other 
reserves the forests and the water resources. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I hope ... this 
bill will not result in locking up other lands. 

Despite this clear intent, the President 
in his proclamation last year in Alaska 
withdrew 56 million acres of land. The 56 
million acres-over half the area of Cali
fornia-is by no stretch of the imagina
tion the "sma.Uest area" necessa.ry for the 
"objects" protected. Clearly the Congress 
needs to clarify the limits of this author
ity. I would strongly recommend that 
any proposal to create a monument 
greater than 5,000 acres be submitted 
to Congress for approval by joint reso
lution under expedited procedures simi
lar to those under the Alaska Natural 
Gas Transportation Act. The 5,000-acre 
provision conforms to the limits of the 
discretionary authority granted the Sec
retary of the Interior for land classifica
tion decisions under the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976-the 
BLM Organic Act. These provisions 
should also be made retroactive to the 
end of the last Congress to cover the 
President's actions in Alaska. 

LAND USES 

Because the designation of national 
monuments places the units within the 
National Park System, the areas by defi
nition fa.U under prescribed rules and 
regulations governing park units. One 
such prohibition, that on hunting, has 
presented an especially capricious and 
onerous situation in Alaska. There ap
pears no clear reason why the protection 
of historic or scientific artifacts or other 
objects should, by definition, be lessened 
by such land uses as hunting and perhaps 
other activities. Rather than arbitrarily 
ruling out various land uses validly ex
isting at the time of proclamation, the 
act should be modified to permit such 
uses to the extent that they do not inter
fere in the protection of or result in harm 
to ·archaeological or historic resources. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcORD 
S. 1176, which I introduced earlier this 
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year, which contains the specific amend
ments I have discussed along with re
lated background material. This meas
ure has been cosponsored by 14 other 
Senators. It has received the backing of 
the Alaska State Legislature, the Na
tional Cattlemen's Association, the Pub
lic Lands Council, the National Wool 
Growers Association, the Western States 
Legislatitve Forestry Task Force, and 
other Alaskan and national organiza
tions. I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD resolutions from 
these organizations. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

s. 1176 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States oJ 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as "the Antiquities Act and 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
Amendments of 1979". 

ANTIQUITIES ACT AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 2. (a) The first section of the Act of 
June 8, 1906, (34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 433) , 
is amended to include the following: 

" (a) For purposes of this Act, the term
'objects of historic or scientific interest' 
means historic or prehistoric specimens or 
structures such as pottery, bottles, weapons, 
dwellings, rock paintings, carvings, graves, 
human skeletal materials, and non-fossilized 
and fossilized paleontological specimens 
when found in an archeological context. 
Such objects shall be directly associated with 
hu.mam behavior and activities. 

"(b) ( 1) Any proclamation for reservation 
of public lands as national monuments by 
the President pursuant to section 2 of this 
Act in excess of 5,000 acres shall be trans
mitted to the Congress. Such proclamation 
shall not become effective unless within 
sixty calendar days of continuous session of 
the Congress a!ter the proclamation has been 
transmitted, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives pass a concurrent resolution 
approving such proclamation. 

"(2) For purposes of this section-
"(A) continuity of sessions of Congress is 

broken only by an adjournment sine die; and 
"(B) the days on which either House is 

not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days to a day certain are 
excluded in the computation of the sixty
day calendar period. 

"(C) the term 'resolution' means a con
current resolution, the resolving clause of 
which is as follows: "That the House of Rep
resentatives and Senate approve the procla
mation by the President reserving public 
lands as the National Monument 
submitted to the Congress on 
19 .'; the blank spaces therein shall be 
filled with proper name of the National 
Monument which corresponds to a legal land 
description available for public inspection 
and with the date on which the President 
submits his proclamation to the Congress. 

"(3) Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, the provisions of section 8(d) of the 
Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act shall 
apply to the consideration of such resolu
tion." 

(b) Such Act is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 

"SEc. 5. Notwithstanding any other laws or 
regulations, any uses of the public lands in
cluded within any monument proclaimed 
under this Act validly occurring at the t ime 
of creation of the monument shall be per
mitted to continue to the extent that the 
uses do not destroy, disturb, or otherwise 
adversely impact on the historic or prehis
toric sites or specimen to be protected by 
the establishment of the national manu-

ment. Such uses may include hunting, guid
ing, hiking, boating, and use of motorized 
vehicles. 

"Nothing in this paragraph shall be con
strued as limiting in any way valid existing 
rights of owners or holders of property or 
claims within any monument under exis<;ing 
law." 

(c) The provisions of subsection (d) of the 
first section of such Act of June 8, 1906, as 
added by this section, shall be deemed to have 
taken effect as of October 14, 1978, and any 
proclamation proclaiming a monument under 
such Act and after October 14, 1978, shall be 
subject to the provisions of such subsection 
(d). 

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 
1976 AMENDMENT 

SEc. 3. Section 204 (c) ( 1) of the Federal 
Land Policy and Mana,gement Act of 1976 (90 
Stat. 2752: 43 U.S.C. 1714) is ·amended by 
striking out the second sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following sentence : 
"The withdrawal shall become effective at 
the end of ninety days (not counting days on 
which the Senate or the House of Repre
sentatives has adjourned for more than three 
consecutive days) beginning on the day 
notice of such proposed withdrawal has been 
submitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, if the Congress has adopted 
a concurrent resolution stating that such 
House approves the withdrawal." 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 

ANTIQUITIES AND FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND 

MANAGEMENT ACTS 

( 1) The blll requires that any proposal til 
create a monument greater than 5,000 acres 
be submitted to Congress for approval by 
joint resolution under expedited procedure:; 
similar to those under the Alaska Natural 
Gas Transportation Act. The bill would be 
retroactive to October 14, 1978 (the date the 
95th Congress adjourned) in order to include 
the monuments created in Alaska December 
1, 1978. The 5,000-acre provision conforms to 
the limits of the discretionary authority 
granted the Secretary of the Interior for land 
classification decisions under the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(.the "BLM Organic Act") . 

(2) The blll provides that land uses validly 
occurring at the time a monument was estab
lished would not be prohibited unless they 
directly impact historic or archaeological 
sites or remains. Thus, an activity such as 
hunting, which is prohibited automatically 
under current law, would be permitted to the 
extent it did not impair the values for which 
the monument was established. 

(3) The bill defines "objects of historic or 
scientific interest" as used in the Antiquities 
Act to include only historic, archaeological 
remains associated with human behavior. 
The intent of this definition is to limit the 
President's use of the Antiquities Act .to pro
tect only areas of unique historic or archae
ological value, not fish and wildlife, scenic, 
recreational or wilderness areas. We have 
other laws relating to establishment of these 
areas. 

( 4) The bill amends the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (the 
"BLM Organic Act") to provide more direct 
positive congressional review of administra
tive land withdrawals. The Act now enables 
the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw 
any amount of land for up to 20 years sub
ject to a congressional veto under expedited 
procedures. The Secretary currently proposes 
to use this authority (section 204(c)) in 
Alaska to create 12 new wildlife refuges of 
approximately 40 mlllion acres. This blll 
would make such action effective only after 
congressional approval by joint resolution 
under expedited procedures. 

THE "EMERGENCY" 

Under the terms of section 17(d) (2) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior was authorized to 
withdraw up to 80 million acres of land from 
all appropriations for potential addition to 
either the national park, wildlife refuge, 
forest, or wild and scenic rivers system. If 
Congress did not act before December 18, 
1978, these withdrawals would lapse. 

However, at the time the (d) (2) with
drawals were made, the lands were also with
drawn under section 17(d) (1) of the Claims 
Act. After the December 18, 1978 deadline 
expired, the "D-1" withdrawals provided the 
same protection to the land as that occurring 
under section 17(d) (2). There is no expira
tion date for the D-1 withdrawals. In addi
tion, most other federal land in Alaska is 
withdrawn under the D-1 authority. 

In a letter sent prior to the December 18 
expiration date to solicit public comments 
on a draft Environmental Impact Statement 
analyzing several possible administrative ac
tions-including possible use of the Antiqui
ties Act--Cynthia Wilson, Special Assistant 
to the Secretary, stated: 

Although the Administration is confident 
that the protective land withdrawals which 
will remain after the expiration of "D-2" 
withdrawals in December are capable of con
tinuing to preclude the entry, location or 
selection of the national interest lands, the 
lands are so significant to the nation that 
prudence dictates that they be protected as 
fully as possible under existing executive 
branch authorities, pending final congres
sional action. 

Despite the protection afforded by D-1, the 
Secretary withdrew approximately 110 mil
lion acres of land in Alaska under the pro
visions of section 204 (e) of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (the 
"BLM Organic Act") on November 16, 1978. 
This section of FLPMA authorizes the Sec
retary to make "emergency" withdrawals of 
public land from all forms of entry and ap
propriation for a period of up to three years. 
This withdrawal affected virtually all the 
lands under consideration by the Congress 
during the past session. 

Yet, even with this action, which dupli
cated protection already provided by D-1, 
the Secretary urged the President to pro
claim 56 million acres of land as national 
monuments under the 1906 Antiquities Act. 
These national monuments are not just tem
porary withdrawals until Congress acts, they 
a.re permanently designated conservation 
system units with extremely restrictive land 
use policies. In particular, such areas are 
closed to sport hunting, trapping, and related 
guiding. In Alaska this affects hundreds of 
people who have had their livelihoods wiped 
out with the stroke of a pen. Hunting guides, 
trappers, miners, air taxi operators and rec
reationists have all been displaced. They are 
essentially "regulated out" of these vast 
areas. 

Thus, the use of the Antiquities Act can 
only be viewed as an extreme abuse of power 
designed to punish and intimidate those 
who oppose the Administration's proposals 
for the use or Alaska land. 

ANTIQUITIES AcT PROVISIONS 

The Antiquities Act was originally in
tended to prevent the removal of artifacts 
and further destruction of archaeological 
sites in the Southwest. It gives the President 
authority to withdraw "historic landmarks, 
historic and prehistoric structures, and 
other objects of historic or scientific inter
est" as national monuments. The law fur
ther provides that the land withdrawn "shall 
be confined to the smallest area compatible 
with the proper care and management of the 
objects to be protected." In a floor colloquy 
on the bill in the House in 1906, the follow
ing exchange took place: 
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Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How much land 

will be taken off the market in the Western 
States by the passage of the bill? 

Mr. LAcEY. 1'-lot very much. The bill pro
vides that it shall be the smallest area neces
sary for the care and maintenance of the 
objects to be preserved. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Would it be any
thing like the forest preserve bill, by which 
seventy or eighty million acres of land in the 
United States have been tied up? 

Mr. LACEY. Certainly not. The object is en
tirely different. It is to preserve these old 
pueblos in the Southwest, whilst the other 
reserves the forests and the water resources. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I hope .. . this bill 
will not result in locking up other lands. 

The areas which were designated monu
ments in Alaska have long been studied and 
acclaimed by the Interior Department and 
environmental groups for their scenic, recre
ational, wilderness, and fish and wildlife 
values. In only a very few distinct areas have 
historic or archaeological values been of 
prime concern. The 56 million acres with
drawn is by no stretch of the imagination 
the "smallest area." necessary for the "ob
jects" protected. 

16 u.s.c. SEc. 431 (ANTIQUITIEs AcT) 
* 431. National monuments; reservation of 

land; relinquishment of private 
claims. 

The President of the United States is au
thorized, in his discretion, to declare by pub
lic proclamation historic landmarl<..s, his
toric and prehistoric structures, and other 
objects of historic or scientific interest that 
are situated upon the lands owned or con
trolled by the Government of the United 
States to be national monuments, and may 
reserve as a part thereof parcels of land, the 
limits of which in all cases shall be confined 
to the smallest area compatible with the 
proper care and management of the objects 
to be protected. When such objects are situ
ated upon a tract covered by a bona fide 
unperfected claim or held in private 
ownership, the tract, or so much thereof as 
may be necessary for the proper care and 
management of the object, may be relln
Cluished to the Government, and the Secre
tary of the Interior is authorized to accept 
the relinquishment of such tracts in behalf 
of the Government of the United States. 
(June 8, 1906, ch. 3080, § 2, 34 Stat. 225.) 

rREPORT No. 3797] 
PRESERVATION OF AMERICAN ANTIQUITIES 

REPORT 
The Committee on Public Lands, to whom 

was referred the blll (S. 4698) for the pres
ervation o! American antiquities, hav'ing had 
the same under consideration, beg leave to 
report it back with the recommendation that 
the bill do pass. 

This measure has the hearty support of 
the Archeological Institute of America, the 
American Anthropological Association, the 
Smithsonian Institution, and numerous 
museums throughout the country, and in 
view of the fact that the historic and pre
historic ruins and monuments on the public 
lands of the United States are rapidly being 
destroyed by parties who are gathering them 
as relics and for the use of museums and 
colleges, etc., your committee are of the 
opinion th81t their ,preservation is of great 
importance. 

This b111 is carefully drawn, and the com
mittee are unanimously in favor of its pas
sage. 

[REPORT No. 2224] 
PRESERVATION OF AMERICAN ANTIQUITIES 

REPORT 
Your committee to who:rn was refened the 

bill (H.R. 11016) for the preservation of 

Ame:rtican antiquities, report the same back 
with the following amendments: 

In line 3, page 1, after the word "shall," in
sert the words "willfully or wanrtonly." 

In line 9, page 1, after the word "shall," 
insert "be guilty of a misdemeanor and." 

On page 2, at the end of line 14, insert the 
following proviso: "Provided further, That 
no expense shall be incurred for special cus
todians under this act." 

The var:ious archeological societies of the 
United States in the Fifty-eighth Congress 
presented the subject of the ena.otment of a 
bill along the lines proposed in the present 
bill. A full hearing was had on the matter 
by the Committee on the Public Lands, and 
a bill was repoi'ted to carry out the purpose 
proposed, but the b111 did not receive action 
in the House in the last Congress. 

The bill as above amended w111, in the 
opinion of your committee, accomplish the 
purpose desired. There are scattered through
out the Southwest quite a large number of 
very interesting ruins. Many of these ru1ns 
are upon the public lands, and the most of 
them are upon lands of but little present 
value. The bill proposes to create small res
ervations reserving only so much land as 
may be absolutely necessary for the preser
vation of these interesting relics of pre
historic times. 

Practically every civilized government in 
the world has enacted laws for the preserva
tion of the remains of the historic past, and 
has provided that eXJCa.vations and explora
tions shall be conducted in some systematic 
and practical way so as not to needlessly 
destroy buildings and ather objects of 
interest. 

The United States should adopt some 
method of protecting these remains that 
are stlll upon the public domain or in In
dian reserva.tions. The following-named per
sons, during the Fifty-eighth Congress, com
municated with or appeared before your 
committee in behalf of this legislation: Prof. 
Thomas D. Seymour, of Yale University; 
Charles P. Bowditch, esq., of Boston, Mass.; 
Prof. Francis W. Kelsey, of the University of 
Michigan; Prof. Mitchell Carroll, of George 
Washington Universifty; Dr. A. L. Kroeber, 
of the University of California.; Dr. G . B. 
Gordon, of the University of Pennsylvania; 
Prof. M. H . Sav1lle, of Columbia University; 
Hon. John W. Floster, of Washington, D.C.; 
Prof. W111am Henry Holmes, of the Smith
sonian Institution; Dr. Henry Mason Baum, 
president Institute of Historical Research, 
of Washington, D.C.; Prof. F. W. Putnam, of 
Ha.rvard University; Prof. Edgar L. Hewett, 
formerly president of the Normal University 
of New Mexico; Msgr. Dennis J . O'Connell, 
rector of the catholic University of America, 
and athers. 

Professor Seymour, of Yale University, 
president of the Archaeological Institute of 
America; Mr. Charles P. Bowditch, of the 
Boston society; Prof. Franz Boas, of the New 
York society; Miss Alice Fletcher, of the Bal
timore society; Mrs. Sara Y. Stevenson, of the 
Pennsylvania. society; Dr. George A. Dorsey, 
of the Chicago society; Dr. George W1lliam 
Bates, of the Detroit society; Prof. M. s. 
Slaughter, of the Wisconsin society; Prof. H. 
N. Fowler, of the Cleveland society; Dr. 
George Grant MacCurdy, of the Connecticut 
society; Dr. W. J. McGee, of the Missouri 
society; Prof. M. Carroll, of the Washington 
society; Dr. Duren J. H. Ward, of the Iowa. 
society; Hon. H. K. Porter, M.C., of the 
Pittsburgh society; Mr. Charles F. Lummis, 
of the Southwest society; Dr. A. L. Kroeber, 
of the San Francisco society; Mrs. W. S. Pea
body, of the Colorado society; Prof. F. W. 
Putnam, of the Peabody Museum; Mr. w. H. 
Holmes and Dr. J. W. Fewkes, of the Smith
sonian Institution; Hon. J . W. Foster and 
Dr. Henry Mason Baum, of Washington, D.C.; 
and Hon. L. Bradford Prince, o! Santa Fe, 
N. Mex. 

These gentlemen are men of high charac
ter who have given the subject much con
sideration, and their opinions are entitled 
to most serious consideration. 

Prof. Edgar L. Hewett prepared and pre
sented your committee with a very interest
ing memorandum on the ruins in Arizona 
New Mexico, Colora.d.o, and Utah, which i~ 
here incorporated as a. part of this report: 

PRESERVATION OF AMERICAN ANTIQUITIES 
Mr. PATTERSON. I am directed by the Com

mittee on Public Lands, to whom was re
ferred the bill ( S. 4698) for preservation of 
American antiquities, to report it favorably 
without amendment, and I submit a report 
thereon. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the blll. 

The Secretary read the bill, and there being 
no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to its consideration. It 
provides that any preson who shall appropri
ate, excavate, injure, or destroy any historic 
or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any ob
ject of antiquity, situated on lands owned or 
controlled by the Government of the United 
States without the permission of the Secre
tary of the Department of the Government 
having jurisdiction over the lands on which 
said antiquities are situated, shall, upon 
conviction, be fined a sum of not more than 
$500 or be imprisoned for a period of not 
more than ninety days, or shall suffer both 
fine an dimprisonment, in the discretion of 
the court. 

Section 2 authorizes the President of the 
United States, 1n his discretion, to declare 
by public proclamation historic landmarks, 
historic and prehistoric structures, and other 
objects of historic or scientific interest that 
are situated upon the lands owned or con
trolled by the Government of the United 
States to be national monuments, and may 
reserve as a part thereof parcels of land, the 
limits of which in all cases shall be confined 
to the smallest area compatible with the 
proper care and management o! the objects 
to be protected, but when such objects are 
situated upon a. tract covered by a bona fide 
unperfected claim or held in private owner
ship the tract, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary for the proper care and manage
ment of the object, may be relinquished to 
the Government, and the Secretary of the 
Interior is hereby authorized to accept the 
relinquishment of such tracts in behalf o! 
the Government of the United States. 

Permits for the exs..mination of ruins, the 
excavation of archeologicial sites, and the 
gathering of objects of antiquity upon the 
lands under their respective jurisdictions 
mwy be granted by the Secretaries of the In
terior, Agriculture, and War to institutions 
which they may deem properly qualified to 
conduct such examination, excavation, or 
gathering, subject to such rules and regula
tions as they may prescribe: Provided, That 
tho examinations, excavations, and gather
ings are undertaken for the benefit of reputa
ble museums, universities, colleges, or other 
recognized scientific or educational institu
tions, with a view to increasing the knowl
edge of such objects and that the gatherings 
shall be made for permanent preservation in 
public museums. 

The bill was reported to the Senate with
out amendment, ordered to be engrossed for 
a. third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

PRESERVATION OF AMERICAN ANTIQUITIES 
House, June 5 , 1906. 
Mr. LACY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent for the present consideration of the 
blll s. 4698. 

The clerk read as follows: 
A bUl (S. 4698) for the preservation o! 

American antiquities. 
Be it enacted, etc., That any person who 

shall appropriate, excav81te. injure, or destroy 
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any historic or prehistoric ruin or mon u
ment, or any object of antiquity, situated on 
lands owned or controlled by the Govern
ment of the United States, without the per
mission of the Secretary of the Department 
of the Government having jurisdiction over 
the lands on which said antiquities are 
situated, shall, upon convinction, be fined in 
a sum of not more than $500 or be impris
oned for a period of not more than ninety 
days, or shall suffer both fine and imprison
ment, in the discretion of the court. 

SEc. 2. That the PresicLcnt of the United 
States is hereby authorized, in his discre
tion, to declare by public proclamation 
historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric 
structures, and other objects of historic or 
scientific interest that are situated upon the 
lands owned or controlled by the Govern
ment of the United States to be national 
monuments, and may reserve as a part 
thereof parcels of land, the limits of which 
in all cases shall be confined to the smallest 
area compatible with the proper care and 
management of the objects to be protected: 
Provided, That when suoh objects are sit
uated upon a tract covered by a bona fide 
unperfected claim or held in private owner
ship, the tract, or so much thereof as may 
be necessary for the proper care and man
agement of the object, may be relinquished 
to the Government, and the Secretary of 
the Interior is hereby authorized to accept 
the relinquishment of such tracts in behalf 
of the Government of the United States. 

SEc. 3. That permits for the examination of 
ruins, the excavation of archaeological sites, 
and the gathering of objects of antiquity 
upon the lands under their respective juris
d.ictions may be granted by the Secretaries 
of the Interior, Agriculture, and War to in
stitutions which they may deem properly 
qualified to conduct such examination, exca
vation, or gathering, subject to such rules 
and regulations as they may prescribe: Pro
vided, That the examinations, excavations, 
and gatherings are undertaken for the bene
fit of reputable museums, universities, col
leges, or other recognized scientific or educa
tional institutions, wit h a view to increasing 
the knowledge of such objects, and that the 
gathering shall be made for permanent pres
ervation in public museums. 

SEc. 4. That the Secretaries of the Depart
ments aforesaid shall make and publish from 
time to time uniform rules and regulations 
for the purpose of carrying out the provi
sions of this act. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I de

sire to ask the gentleman whether this ap
plies to all the public lands or only certain 
reservations made in the bill? 

Mr. LAcEY. There is no reservation made 
in the bill of any specific spot. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I think the bill 
would be preferable if it covered a particu
lar spot and did cover the entire publlc 
domain. 

Mr. LACEY. There has been an effort made 
to have national parks in some of these re
gions, but this will merely make small res
ervations where the objects are of sufficient 
interest to preserve them. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will that take this 
land off the market, or can they still be set
tled on as part of the public domain? 

Mr. LACEY. It will take that portion of the 
reservation out of the market. It is meant 
to cover the cave dwellers and cliff dwellers. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How much land 
wm be taken off the market in the Western 
States by the passage of the bill? 

Mr. LACEY. Not very much. The bill pro
vides that it shall be the smallest area neces
sary for the care and maintenance of the 
objects to be preserved. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Would it be any
thing like the forest-reserve blll, by which 

seventy or eighty million acres of land in 
the United States have been tied up? 

Mr. LAcEY. Certainly not. The object is en
tirely different. It is to preserve these old 
objects of special interest and the Indian 
remains in the pueblos in the South west, 
whilst the other reserves the forests and the 
water courses. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will say that that 
bill was abused. I know of one place where 
in 5 miles square you could not get a cord 
of wood, and they call it a forest, and by 
such means they have locked up a very large 
area in this country. 

Mr. LACEY. The next bill I desire to call up 
is a bill on which there is a conference re
port now on the Spe-aker's table, which per
mits the opening up of specified tracts of 
agricultural lands where t hey can be used, by 
which the very evil that my friend is pro
testing against can be remedied. It is House 
bill 17576, which has passed both bodies, and 
there is a conference report for concurrence 
as to one of the details upon the Speaker's 
table. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I hope the gentle
man will succeed in passing that bill, and 
this bill will not result in locking up other 
lands. I have no objection to its considera
tion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

On, motion of Mr. LACEY, a motion to re
consider the vote by which the bill was 
passed was laid on the table. 

!Public La.w 94-579-Qct. 21 , 1976] 
FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT AcT 

OF 1976 
An act to establish public land policy; to 

establish guidelines for its administration; to 
provide for the management, protection, de
"·elopment, and enhancement of the public 
lands; and for other purposes. 

WITHDRAWALS 
SEc. 204. (a) On e.nd after the effective 

date of this Act the Secretary is authorized 
t o make . modify, extend, or revoke with
drawals but only in accordance with the pro
visions and limitations of this section. The 
Secretary may delegate this withdrawal au
thority only to individuals in the Office of 
the Secretary who have been appointed by 
the PTesident, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

(b) (1) Within thirty days of receipt of an 
application for withdrawal , and whenever 
he proposes a withdrawal on his own mo
tion , the Secretary shall publish a notice 
in the Federal Register stating that the ap
plication has been submitted for filing or 
the proposal has been made and the extent 
to which the land is to be segregated while 
the application is being considered by the 
Secretary. Upon publication of such notice 
the land shall be segregated from the opera
tion of the public land laws to the extent 
specified in the notice. The segregative ef
fect of the application shall terminate upon 
(a) rejection of the application by the Sec
retary, (b) withdrawal of lands by the Sec
retary, or (c) the expiration of two years 
from the date of the notice. 

(2) The publication provisions of this sub
section are not applicable to withdrawals 
under subsection (e) hereof. 

(c) (1) On and after the dates of approval 
of this Act a withdrawal aggregating five 
thousand acres or more may be made (or 
such a withdrawal any other withdr-awal in
volving in the aggregate five thousand acres 
or more which terminates after such date 
of approval may be extended) only· for ape
riod of not more than twenty years by the 
Secre'tary on his own motion or upon a 
request by a department or agency head. 

The Secretary shall notify both Houses of 
Congress of such a withdrawal no later than 
its effective date and the withdrawal shall 
terminate and become ineffective at the end 
of ninety days (not counting days on which 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
has adjourned for more than three consecu
tive days) beginning on the day notice of 
such withdrawal has been submitted to the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, if 
the Congress has adopted a concurrent res
olution stating that such House does not 
approve the withdrawal. If the committee 
to whioh a resolution has been referred dur
ing the said ninety day period, has not re
ported it at the end of thirty calendar days 
after its referral , it shall be in order to either 
discharge the committee from further con
sideration of such resolution or to discharge 
the committee from consideration of any 
other resolution with respect to the PTesi
dential recommendation. A motion to dis
charge may be made only by an individual 
favoring the resolution, shall be highly priv
ileged (except that it may not be made 
after the committee has reported such a 
resolution) , and debate thereon shall be 
limited to not more than one hour, to be 
divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the resolution . An amend
ment to the motion shall not be in order, 
and it shall not be in order to move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion 
was agreed to or disagreed to . If the motion 
to discharge is agreed to or disagreed to, 
the motion may not be made with respect 
to any other resolution with respect to the 
same Presidential recommendation. When 
the committee has reported, or has been 
discharged from further consideration of a 
resolution, it shall at any time thereafter 
be in order (even though a previous motion 
to the same effect has been disagreed to) 
to move to proceed to the consideration o! 
the resolution. The motion shall be highly 
privileged and shall not be debatable. An 
amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, and it shall not be in order to move 
to reconsider the vote by which the motion 
was agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) Within the notices required by sub
section (c) (1) of this section and within 
three months after filing the notice under 
subsection (e) of this section, the Secretary 
shall furnish to the committees-

( 1) a clear explanation of the proposed use 
of the land involved which lead to the with
drawal; 

(2) an inventory and evaluation of the 
current natural resource uses and values o! 
the site and adjacent public and nonpubllc 
land and how it appears they will be affected 
by the proposed use. including particularly 
aspects of use that might cause degrada
ti-on of the environment, and also the 
economic impact of the change in use on 
individuals. local communities, and the 
Nation; 

(3) an identification of present users of 
the land involved, and how they will be af
fected by the proposed use: 

( 4) an analysis of the manner in which 
existing and potential resource uses are in
compatible with or in confiict with the pro
posed use, together with a statement of the 
provisions to be made for continuation or 
termination of existing uses, including an 
economic analysis of such continuation or 
termination: 

( 5) an analysis of the manner in which 
such lands will be used in relation to the 
specific requirements for the proposed use; 

(6) a statement as to whether any suit
able alternative sites are available (includ
ing cost estimates) for the proposed use or 
for uses such a withdrawal would displace; 

(7:> a statement of the consultation which 
has been or will be had with other Federal 
departments and agencies, with regional, 
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State, and loca.l government bodies, and with 
other appropriate individuals and groups; 

(8) a. statement indicating the effect of 
the proposed uses, if any, on State and local 
government interests and the regiona.l econ
omy; 

(9) a. statement of the expected length of 
time needed for the withdrawa.l; 

(10) the time and place of hearings and of 
other public involvement concerning such 
withdra.wa.l; 

( 11) the place where the records on the 
withdrawal can be examined by interested 
parties; and 

(12) a. report prepared by a quallfied min
ing engineer, engineering geologist, or geolo
gist which shall include but not be limited 
to information on: general geology, known 
mineral deposits, past and present mineral 
production, mining claims, mineral leases, 
evaluation of future mineral potential, pres
ent, and potential market demands. 

(d) A withdrawal aggregating less than 
five thousand acres may be made under this 
subsection by the Secretary on his own mo
tion or upon request by a. department or an 
agency hea.d-

(1) for such period of time as he deems 
desirable or a resource use; or 

(2) for a. period of not more than twenty 
years for any other use, including but not 
limited to use for administrative sites, loca
tion of fa.c111ties , and other proprietary pur
poses; or 

(3) for a. period of not more than five 
years to preserve such tract for a. specific use 
then under considers. tion by the Congress. 

(e) When the Secretary determines, or 
when the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs of either the House of Repre
sentatives or the Senate notifies the Secre
tary, that an emergency situation exists and 
that extraordinary measures must be taken 
to preserve values that would otherwise be 
lost, the Secretary notwithstanding the pro
visions of subsections (c) (1) and (d) of 
this section, shall immediately make a with
drawal and file notice of such emergency 
withdrawal with the Committees on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. Such emer
gency withdrawal shall be effective when 
made but shall last only for a. period not to 
exceed three years and may not be ex
tended except under the provisions of sub
section (c) (1) or (d), whichever is appli
cable, and (b) (1) of this section. The in
formation required in subsection (c) (2) of 
this subsection shall be furnished the com
mittees within three months after filing 
such notice. 

(f) All withdrawals and extensions there
of, whether made prior to or after approval 
of this Act, having a specific period shall 
be reviewed by the Secretary toward the 
end of the withdrawal period and may 
be extended or further ex·tended only upon 
compliance with the provisions of subsec
tion (c) (1) or (d) , whichever is applicable, 
and only if the Secretary determines that the 
purpose for which the withdrawal was first 
made requires the extension, and then only 
for a. period no longer than the length of 
the original withdrawal period. The Sec
retary shall report on such review and ex
tensions to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the Senate. 

(g) All applications for withdrawal pend
ing on the date of approval of this Act shall 
be processed and adjudicated to conclusion 
within fifteen years of the date of approval 
of this Act, in accordance with the provi
sions of this section. The segregative effect 
of any application not so processed shali 
terminate on that date. 

(h) All new withdrawals made by the 
secretary under this section (except an 
emergency withdrawal made under sub-

section (e) of this section) shall be pro
mulgated after an opportunity for a. public 
hearing. 

(i) In the case of lands under the admin
istration of any department or agency other 
than the Department of the Interior, the 
Secretary shall make, modify, and revoke 
withdrawals only with the consent of the 
head of the department or agency con
cerned, except when the provisions of sub
section (e) of this section apply. 

(j) The Secretary shall not make, modify, 
or revoke any withdra.wa.l created by Act of 
Congress; make a withdrawal which can be 
made only by Act of Congress; modify or 
revoke any withdrawal creating national 
monuments under the Act of June 8, 1906 
(34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 431-433); or modify, 
or revoke any withdrawal which added lands 
to the National Wildlife Refuge System prior 
to the date of approval of this Act or which 
thereafter adds lands to that System under 
the terms of this Act. Nothing in this Act 
is intended to modify or change any provi
sion of the Act of February 27, 1976 (90 
Stat. 199; 16 u.s.c. 668dd(a.)). 

(k) There is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated the sum of $10,000,000 for the 
purpose of processing withdrawal applica
tions pending on the effective date of this 
Act, to be available until expended. 

(1) (1) The Secretary sha.ll, within fifteen 
years of the date of enactment of this Act, 
review withdrawals existing on the date of 
approval of this Act, in the States of Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Idaho, Monta.na, Ne
vada., New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washing
ton, and Wyoming of ( 1) a.ll Federal lands 
other than withdrawals of the public lands 
administered by the Bureau of Land Ma.na.ge
ment and of lands which, on the date of 
approval of this Act, were part of Indian 
reservations and other Indian holdings, the 
National Forest System, the Na.tllona.l Park 
System, the National Wildlife Refuge Sys
tem, other lands administered by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service or the secretary through 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and the Na
tional System of Tralls; and ( 2) all public 
lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management and of lands in the National 
Forest System (except those in wilderness 
areas, and those areas formally identified as 
primitive or natural areas or designated as 
national recreation areas) which closed the 
lands to appropriation under the MiilJing Law 
of 1872 ( 17 Stat. 91, as amended; 30 U.S.C. 22 
et seq.) or to leasing under the Mineral Leas
ing Act of 1920 ( 41 Stat. 437, as amended; 30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.). 

(2) In the review required by paragraph 
( 1) of this subsection, the Secretary sha.ll 
determine whether, and for how long, the 
continuation of the existing withdrawal of 
the lands would be, in his judgment, con
sistent with the statutory objectives of the 
programs for which the lands were dedicated 
and of the other relevant programs. The sec
retary shall report his recommendations to 
the President, together with statements of 
concurrence or nonconcurrence submitted by 
the heads of the departments or agencies 
which administer the lands. The President 
shall transmit this report to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, together with his recom
mendations for action by the Secretary, or 
for legislation. The Secretary may a.ct to ter
minate withdrawals other than those made 
by Act of the Congress in accordance with 
the recommendations of the President un
less before the end of ninety days (not count
ing days on which the Senate and the House 
of Representatives has adjourned for more 
than three consecutive days) beginll!ing on 
the day the report of the President has been 
submitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives the Congress has adopted a 
concurrent resolution indicating otherwise. 

If the committee to which a. resolution has 
been referred during the said ninety day 
period, has not reported it at the end of 
thirty ca.lendar days after its referra.l, it shall 
be in order to either discharge the commit
tee from further consideration of such reso
lution or to discharge the committee from 
consideration of any other resolution with 
respect to the Presidentia.l recommendation. 
A motion to discharge may be made only by 
an individua.l favoring the resolution, shall 
be highly privileged (except that it may not 
be made after the committee has reported 
such a resolution), and debate thereon shall 
be limited to not more th'S.D. one hour, to be 
divided equa.lly between those favoring and 
those opposing the resolution. An amend
ment to the motion sha.ll not be in order, and 
it sha.U not be in order to move to reconsider 
the vote by whlich the motion was agreed to 
or disagreed to. If t'he motion to discharge is 
agreed to or disagreed to, the motion may 
not be made with respect to any other reso
lution with respect to the same Presidential 
recommendation. When the committee has 
reprinted, or has been discharged from fur
ther consideration of a. resolution, it sh~ll at 
any time thereafter be in order (even though 
a. previous motion to the same effect has been 
disagreed to) to move to proceed to the con
sideration of the resolution. The motion shall 
be highly privileged and shall not be debat
able. An amendment to the motion Slha.ll not 
be in order, and it sha.ll not be m order to 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to or disagreed to. 

(3) There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated not more than $10,000,000 for the 
purpose of paragraph ( 1) of this subsection 
to be available until expended to the Secre
tary and to the heads of other departments 
and agencies which will be involved. 

PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL, 
Washington, D.O., 

NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S 
AsSOCATION, 

Denver, Colo., 
NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS 

ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.O., 

JULY 12, 1979. 
Senator MIKE GRAVEL, 
Dirksen Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAVEL: A formal note to 
insure our support for your billS. 1176, "An 
Act for The Preserva-tion of American 
Antiquities." 

Please keep us informed as to any action 
which you feel we could undertake to en
hance enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD A. MICHIELI, 

Director, Government Affairs tor Land 
and Natural Resources-NOA, Executive 
Director-PLO. 

[Western States Legislative Forestry 
Task Force) 

A RESOLUTION RELATIVE TO LIMITING PRESI
I7ENTIAL POWERS UNDER ANTIQUITIES ACT 
Whereas, the "property clause" of the u.s. 

Constitution reserves unto Congress the au
thority to appropriate federal lands; and 

Whereas, the 95th Congress considered 
legislation directed to appropriation of 
large quantities of federal lands in Alaska. 
and refused to pass such legislation; and 

Whereas, the 96th Congress is again con
sidering such federal land appropriation pro
posals; and 

Whereas, in December of 1978, notwith
standing the appropriate provisions of the 
U.S. Constitution, acted to declare 17 Na
tional Monuments in Alaska totaling some 
56 million acres, relying upon provisions of 
the Antiquities Act of 1906; and 

Whereas, the Antiquities Act is intended 
to grant to the President the authority to 
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protect "objects of historic or scientl.Lc in
terest" in the "smallest area compatible with 
the proper care and management of the ob
jects" ; and 

Whereas, the President in declaring such 
17 National Monuments clearly exceeded the 
authority granted pursuant to the Antiqui
ties Act of 1906 and usurped authority re
served to Congress; and 

Whereas, the Secretary of Interior with
drew an additional 40 million acres of federal 
lands in Alaska as wildlife refuges in reliance 
upon aut horit y granted the Secretary of In
t erior by the BLM Organic Act with respect 
t o emergency situations; and 

Whereas, t he action of the Secretary of 
Interior was precipitous a.nd not for the 
purpose of dealing with a true emergency; 
and 

Whereas, the actions of the President and 
his Secretary of Interior resulting in the 
incredibly large federal land withdrawals 
have caused substantial harm to many Alas
kans as well as clouding the ability of our 
nation to realize important energy and min
eral potential contained in such lands; and 

Whereas, the Congress may remedy the 
harm caused by the precipitous acts of the 
President and the Secretary of the Interior 

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that the 
West ern States Legislative Forestry Task 
Force does hereby support legislation that 
would: 

1. Require any proposal to create Na
t ional Monuments aggregating more than 
5000 acres of federal land located in any one 
state be submitted to Congress for approval 
by joint resolution under expedited proce
dures similar t o those under the Alaska Nat
ural Gas Transportation Act; and. 

2. Provide that land uses validly occurring 
at the time a National Monument is estab
lished will not be prohibited unless they 
directly impact historic or archaeological 
sites or remains; and 

3 . Define "objects of historic or scientific 
interest" as used in the Antiquities Act of 
1906 to include only historic, archaeological 
remains associated with human behavior; 
and 

4. Provide more cirect, positive congres
sional review of administrative land with
drawals 

Be It Further Resolved that the Execu
tive Director be and he is hereby authorized 
and directed to forward copies of this Res
olution to the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of Interior, the Con
gressional Delegations and Governors of the 
Task Force member states. 

Upon motion by Representative Oral Free
man of Alaska, seconded by Senator Lowell 
Peterson of Washington, the foregoing Res
olution was unanimously passed and 
adopted by the Western States Legislative 
Fore&try Task Force at a regular meeting 
thereof on March 26, 1979, held in the Ray
burn House Office Building in Washington, 
D.C. 

RICHARD A. ROBYN, 
Executive Director . 

RESOLUTION 

Be it Resolved by the House of 
Representatives: 

Whereas the vast areas of land in Alaska 
withdrawn under the 1906 Antiquities Act 
and the Federal Land Policy and Manage
ment Act of 1976 by the President of the 
United States and the Secretary of the Inte
rior far exceed any reasonable concern for 
the temporary protection of the land until 
such time as Congress can dispose of it as 
provided for in 17(d) (2) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act of 1971 ; and 

Whereas the 1906 Antiquities Act was 
originally intended to protect archaeological 
sites in the Southwest, and not to close 
large tracts of land to exploration for and 
development of oil, gas, minerals, and other 
natural resources; and 

Whereas the effect of creating 17 national 
monuments in Alaska, covering approxi
mately 56,000,000 acres under the 1906 Antiq
uities Act, and withdrawing a.pproximately 
40,000,000 acres under sec. 204(c) of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976, not only prevents the exploration 
for and utilization of natural resources for 
the benefit of the whole Nation, but also 
blocks access to adjacent areas which have 
high natural resources potential; and 

Whereas it makes no sense that while the 
Nation is experiencing a continuing and in
creasing dependency on foreign oil at great 
cost, and frequently from unstable and un
reliable foreign sources, the Nation should 
foreclose opportunities for development of 
energy resources and non-fuel minerals at 
home; and 

Whereas a majority of the American pub
lic favors exploration for energy resources 
within federal wilderness areas; 

Be it resolved that the Alaska House of 
Representatives wholeheartedly supports 
proposed legislation presently being circu
lated in Congress that would curb the 
powers of the President of the United States 
and of the Secretary of the Interior to ar
bitrarily withdraw federal land under the 
1906 Antiquities Act and the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 without 
Congressional approval; and be it 

Further resolved that the Alaska House 
of Representatives favors an amendment to 
the 1905 Antiquities Act to require that the 
creation of any n ational monument in ex
cess of 5,000 acres under the Act be approved 
by Congress by concurrent resolution; and 
be it 

Further resolved that existing land uses , 
including hunting, mining, guiding, hiking, 
boating, and use of motorized vehicles, not 
impacting the historic or archaeological sites 
or remains for which a national monument 
was created under the 1906 Antiquities Act, 
be allowed to continue; and be it 

Further resolved that a more precise def
inition of "objects of historic or scientific 
interest" as used in the 1906 Antiquities 
Act be required to avoid having almost any 
land proclaimed a national monument; and 
be it 

Further resolved that sec. 204 (c) of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 be amended to require Congressional 
approval for administrative land withdrawals 
instead of the existing Congressional veto. 

Copies of this resolution shall be sent to 
the Honorable Jimmy Carter, President of 
the United States; the Honorable Cecil D. 
Andrus, Secretary of the Interior; the Hon
orable Henry S . Jackson, Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources; the Honorable Morris K. Udall , 
Chairman of the House Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs; the Honorable 
John B. Breaux, Chairman of the House 
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife con
servation and the Environment; the Hon
orable John M. Murphy, Chairman of the 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries; the members of the Special Task 
Force on Alaska Lands; John W. Katz, Special 
Counsel to the Governor of Alaska on (d) (2) 
Lands; Earl Miller , President of the Citizens 
for the Management of Alaska Lands; and to 
the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honor
able Mike Gravel , U.S. Senators, and the Hon
orable Don Young, U.S. Representative, mem
bers of the Alaska delegation in Congress. 

Mr. GRAVEL. The distinguished chair
man of the Parks and Recreation Sub
committee, Senator BuMPERS, has most 
graciously offered to hold hearings on 
S. 1176 in the near future and I would 
hope that the issues I have raised here 
could be thoroughly examined by the 
committee at that time. I am sure that 

they also will come to the conclusion that 
the 1906 Antiquities Act has been greatly 
abused and that changes are required 
most expeditiously. 

I would just like to state that I am 
very grateful to the floor managers for 
this opportunity to present my thoughts 
on this legislation. The efforts of my staff 
have been coordinated with those of the 
staff of the Senator from Arkansas, and 
I believe the minority as well, to seek a 
date for hearings on the bill that I had 
introduced <S. 1176). 

Apparently, those hearings have been 
scheduled tentatively for the 13th of 
September. I wonder if there has been a 
final decision made on that. It was my 
hope originally to couple my efforts with 
this legislation, but this legislation has 
moved along faster than I could have my 
legislation move. Obviously, this bill be
fore us has merit and should go forward. 
But I am deeply concerned that we can 
arrive at some focus on this other legis
lation for a lot of reasons, not the least 
of which, Mr. President, is that the Presi
dent is misusing the law. 

For those Senators who want to avail 
themselves of the information, I am plac
ing in the REcORD a colloquy that took 
place in 1976 between Mr. Stephens and 
Mr. Lacey where they talked about the 
intent of the Antiquities Act. It is very 
clear that the intent of that act was not 
to set aside large blocks of Federal do
main, but to set aside small sites to pro
tect artifacts, and scientific sites. That 
use has been totally exaggerated. In fact, 
I think it would be better if we called ft 
misuse. 

In the case of Alaska the Secretary of 
the Interior and the President of the 
United States were pressing for passage 
lands legislation in the Congress and 
Secretary Andrus and even the President 
had said repeatedly, "If that legislation 
does not pass the Congress, we are going 
to invoke the Antiquities Act." It was a 
clear threat and had nothing to do with 
the merits of what that Antiquities Act 
was intended for; those merits being a 
protection of a scientific or historic site. 
'Vhen legislation was not effected in the 
Congress the President of the United 
States, in my mind, totally breached the 
law. 

His actions are now being litigated by 
the sovereign State of Alaska, by the 
Anaconda Co., and a Native corporation 
of Alaska, all litigating the Federal Gov
ernment over this abusive use of existing 
law. It becomes almost ironic that the 
President would cite that law for the 
taking of 56 million acres of land in 
Alaska creating national monuments 
when in no other part of Federal law can 
the President unilaterally and perma
nently take more than 5 ,000 acres. In this 
particular case he took 56 million acres. 
The impact of this and other withdrawals 
is to take 40 million acres of sedimentary 
basins out of U .S . inventory of potential 
oil and gas. 

So that you, Mr. President, may under
stand what 40 million acres of sedimen
tary basins means in Alaska, the Prudhoe 
Bay find, which has one-third of all the 
oil in the U.S. reserve and one-fourth of 
all the U.S. gas in the U .S. reserve, occu
pies 190,000 acres. Forty million acres 



July 30, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21249 

will be taken out of inventory. Frequently 
in meetings I have had with the White 
House staff, we are told, "Even if we had 
gotten all the money we needed through 
oil and gas, oil and gas are not. out there 
to be discovered. Therefore, we do not 
need the money in that area of our econ
omy." What an irony, that they have 
established a self-fulfilling prophecy by 
withdrawing this kind of acreage through 
the specious exercise of a law which was 
not intended for this purpose. 

I thank my colleague from Arkansas 
for giving me this time. I have essen
tially stated my piece. My hope is that the 
committee will grant us the hearing so 
that the State of Alaska can make its 
case and so that the Secretary of the 
Interior can come before the Energy 
Committee and state his reasons for the 
use of the Antiquities Act on the scale 
that it was used in Alaska. I think that 
would be edifying to the Senator from 
Arkansas. It would also be edifying to 
the committee, to the Congress, and to 
anybody else who is concerned about the 
misuse of power. 

I make that respectful request with 
regard to those hearings and thank my 
colleague for the accommodation he has 
already indicated both publicly and pri
vately to me in this regard. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I would say to the 
Senator from Alaska that we have set 
September 13 as the date for the hearings 
I promised him on the Antiquities Act. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the 
committee amendments to S. 490. 

The PRE.3IDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further amendment, the question 
now is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute, 
as amended. 

The committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading and was read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena
tors yield back the remainder of their 
time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 
. Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 1825, 
Calendar No. 252. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 1825) to protect archeological 

resources on public lands and Indian lands. 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed imme
diately to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all after the en
acting clause be stricken and that the 
language of S. 490, as amended, be in
serted in lieu thereof. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

The motion was agrzed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on the engrossment of the amend
ment and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill <H.R. 1825), as amended, was 
passed. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate bill 
S. 490 be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
STEVENSON) . Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of rou
tine morning business not to exceed 
30 minutes and that Senators may speak 
therein up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business extend for not more than 1 hour 
and that Senators may speak therein up 
to 20 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Chirdon, one of his 
secretaries. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:08 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
amendment of the Senate to the amend
ment of the House to the bill <S. 976) to 
authorize appropriations for the inter
national affairs functions of the Depart
ment of the Treasury for fiscal year 1980. 

At 12: 03 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, with an amendment 
in which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 640. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1980 for certain maritime 
programs of the Department of Commerce, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following joint 
resolution, in which it requests the con
currence of the Senate: 

H . .J. Res. 244. A joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to issue an
nually a proclamation designating the first 
Sunday of September following Labor Day 
of each year as National Grandparents Day. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 12:30 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en
rolled bills: 

S. 976. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the international a1Iairs functions of the 
Department of the Treasury for fiscal year 
1980; and 

H.R. 1786. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and develop
ment, construction of facilities, and research 
and program management, and for other 
purposes. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore <Mr. 
MAGNUSON). 

At 3:29p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives delivered by Mr. 
Berry, announced that the House has 
passed the bill <S. 230) to amend title 
VIII of the Public Health Service Act to 
extend through fiscal year 1980 the pro
gram of assistance for nurse training, 
and for other purposes, with an amend
ment; that the House insists upon its 
amendment and requests a conference 
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon; and that Mr. 
STAGGERS, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. SATTERFIELD, 
Mr. PREYER, Mr. BROYHILL, and Mr. 
CARTER were appointed managers of the 
conference on the part of the House. 

The message also announced that Mr. 
Boland was appointed a manager of the 
conference on the part of the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendments of the Senate to H.R. 
4389, an act making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education, Welfare, and related agen
cies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and for other purposes, vice 
Mr. FLooD, resigned . 

At 5:28 p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives delivered by Mr. 
Berry, announced that the House dis
agrees to the amendments of the Senate 
to H.R. 111, an act to enable the United 
States to maintain American security 
and interests respecting the Panama 
Canal, for the duration of the Panama 
Canal Treaty of 1977; requests a con
ference with the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon; 
and that Mr. MURPHY of New York, Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. BOWEN, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. WYATT, Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. HANLEY, Ms. HOLTZMAN, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. Mc
CLOSKEY, Mr. BAUMAN, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. DERWINSKI, and 
Mr. FISH were appointed managers of 
the conference on the part of the House. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following joint 
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resolution, in which it requests the con
currence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 244. A joint resolution to au
thorize and request the President to issue 
annually a proclamation designating the first 
Sunday of September following Labor Day 
of each year as National Grandparents Day. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 168. A concurrent resolution 
providing for an adjournment of the House 
from August 2 to September 5 , 1979, and a 
recess of the Senwte from August 3 to Sep
tember 5 , 1979. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

The following joint resolution was 
read twice by its title and referred as 
indicated: 

H .J . Res. 244. A joint resolution to au
thorize and request the President to issue 
annually a proclamation designating the first 
Sunday of September following Labor Day 
of each year as Nat ional Grandparents Day. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on July 30, 1979, he presented to 
the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bill: 

s. 976. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the international affairs functions of the 
Department of the Treasury for fiscal year 
1980. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 

Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment: 

S. 885. A bill to assist the elect rical con
sumers of the Pacific Northwest through use 
of the Federal Columbia River Power System 
to a{!hieve cost-effective energy conservation, 
to encourage the development of renewable 
energy resources , to establish a representa
tive regional power planning process, to as
sure the region of an efficient and adequate 
power supply, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 96-272). 

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on Fi
nance , with an amendment : 

S. 566. A bill to authorize a targeted fiscal 
assistance program for payment to local gov
ernments requiring fiscal relief, an antire
cession fiscal assistance program, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 96-273). 

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on Fi
nance, with an amendment and an amend
ment to the title: 

S. 1204. A bill to strengthen and improve 
medicaid services to low-income children and 
pregnant women, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 96-274). 

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on Fi
nance, without amendment: 

S. Res. 213. An original resolution waiving 
section 402(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 with respect to the consideration 
or s. 566. Referred to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on Rules 
and Administration : 

S. Res. 170. A resolution to require docu
mentation for reimbursements out of Sena
tors' official office expense ·accounts from the 
contingent fund of the Senate (Rept. No. 
96-275). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources: 

Oharles William Duncan, Jr., of Texas, to 
be Secretary of Energy. 

<The above nomination from the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources 
was reported with the recommendation 
that it be confirmed, subject to the 
nominee's commitment to respond tore
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am 
today filing the report of the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources on the 
President's nomination of Charles W. 
Duncan, Jr., to be Secretary of Energy. 
The committee unanimously recom
mends that the Senate confirm Mr. Dun
can for this critical job. The committee 
held hearings on Mr. Duncan's nomina
tion this morning and concluded by 
recommending approval by a 17 to 0 
vote. 

As a member of the Committees on 
Armed Services, I participated in Mr. 
Duncan's confirmation hearings for his 
present position. I was impressed at that 
time by his record of accomplishment in 
private industry. Since then, Mr. Dun
can has performed well at the Depart
ment of Defense. 

The broad array of programs ad
ministered by the Department of Energy, 
many of which are highly controversial, 
present a management challenge of the 
highest order. The Secretary of Energy 
must be both capable and credible. Mr. 
Duncan's background indicates that he 
has the capablity to meet that challenge. 

I ask unanimous consent that a 
biographical sketch of Mr. Duncan be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bio
graphical sketch was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Charles William Duncan, Jr., Deputy Secre
tary of Defense, nominated by President 
Jimmy Carter, January 13, 1977, confirmed 
by U.S. Senate, January 31, 1977, took oath 
of office same day at the Pentagon; born in 
Houston, Tex., September 9, 1926; son of Mr. 
and Mrs. Charles William Duncan, Sr., of 
Houston, Tex.; attended public schools in 
Houston; B.S., chemical engineering, Rice 
University, 1947; 2 years of graduate study 
in management, University of Texas; rousta
bout and chemical engineer, Humble on & 
Refining Co.; served in U.S. Army Air Corps in 
World War IT; joined Duncan Coffee Co., 
predecessor of Duncan Foods Co., 1948; 
elected administrative vice president, 1957; 
president, 1958; elected to the Coca-Cola Co. 
board of directors when Duncan Foods Co. 
merged into the Coca-Cola Co., 1964; lived in 
London, England, for 3 years and had respon
sibility for the company's European opera
tion; elected executive vice president of Coca
Cola. Co. , May 1970; elected president, Novem
ber 1971; resigned in May 1974 to return to 
Houston; held following positions a.nd board 
memberships when nominated Deputy Secre
tary or Defense : chai.rman and director, Ro
tan Mosle Financial Corp.; board o! direc
tors: A.P.S. , Inc., Coca-Cola Co., Great South
ern Corp. , Southern Railway System; advisor
director, Texas Commerce Bank Shares. Inc.; 
Advisory Council, Trust Co. of Georgia; 
member, vice chairman, Rice University; 

board of trustees: Rice University, St. John's 
School, Texas Children's Hospital, all of 
Houston, Tex.; Emory University, Atlanta, 
Ga.; board of directors: Houston Chamber of 
Commerce, Rice Center of Community De
sign and Research, Houston Symphony Soci
ety; boo.rd of visitors, Cancer Foundation, 
University of Texas; married to the former 
Anne Smith; two children: Charles Willlam 
Duncan III, 19; Mary Anne, 17. 

ORDER FOR JOINT REFERRAlr
S. 1574 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that a bill introduced by 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELL
MON), S. 1574, to amend the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, the Federal Alcohol 
Administration Act, to provide for health 
warning labels on alcoholic beverages, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, be re-re
ferred jointly to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources and the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation, with instructions that when or
dered reported by the Committee on La
bor and Human Resources, the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation then have 20 days in which to 
report the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object-and I will 
not object-this request has been cleared 
with the majority, the minority, and the 
committee chairmen? 

Mr. FORD. The Senator is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
ref erred as indica ted : 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself, Mr. 
ARMSTRONG, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BELL
MON, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. COHEN, M.r. DOLE, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. 
HEINZ, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HUMPHREY, 
Mr. JAVITS, Mr. JEPSEN, Mrs. KAssE
BAUM, Mr. LAXALT, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
MATHIAS, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. PACK
WOOD, Mr. PERCY, M.r. PRESSLER, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. SCHMITT, Mr. SCHWEIKER, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. TOWER, 
Mr. WALLOP, Mr. WARNER, Mr. WEICK
ER, and Mr. YOUNG) : 

S. 1597. A blll to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to provide for the eco
nomic stimulation of the economy through 
increased savings and investment; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. NELSON (fOr himself, Mr. ExoN, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
TALMADGE, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mr. SCHMYTT, Mr. BELL
MON, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. ZORINSKY, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. STEWART, 
Mr. DoLE, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. DECON
CINI, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. 
GRAVEL, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. Do-
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MENICI, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. STONE, 
and Mr. HUDDLESTON ) : 

S. 1598. A bill specifying the period within 
which contributions, equivalent to social 
security taxes, should be made by States hav
ing in effect agreements for social security 
coverage of State and local employees under 
Section 218 of the Social Security Act; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRAVEL: 
S. 1599. A bill entitled the Federal Water 

Projects Financing Act of 1979; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works, 
with instructions that if and when reported 
then it be referred to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources for 15 calendar 
days exclusive of periods when the Senate is 
out for more than 3 days. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
BELLMON, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BOSCH
WITZ, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. CULVER, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DURKIN, 
Mr. HELMS, Mrs. KAssEBAUM, Mr. 
MCCLURE, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. NEL
SON, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. RIEGLE, and 
Mr. SIMPSON) : 

S. 1600. A bill to amend the Higher Educa
tion Act of 1965 to strengthen and improve 
the student loan programs so as to assure 
the availability of funds to students to at
tend the institution of higher education of 
their choice, to strengthen the procedures for 
the repayment of such loans, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. SASSER: 
S. 1601. A bill to assure that the Depart

ment of Energy Organization Act collects 
and compiles sufficient and timely informa
tion from oil companies with which to moni
tor a steady supply of needed crude oil and 
derived products; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

S. 1602. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment by the President of a Special Investi
gator of Petroleum Fuels Shortages; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. TSON
GAS, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. WEICKER, 
Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. PERCY, 
and Mr. JAVITS): 

S.J. Res. 99. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of a week as "National 
Lupus Week"; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. SASSER: 
S.J. Res. 100. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to proclaim May 1, 1980, "Na
tional Bicycling Day"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself, 
Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
BELLMON, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. DOLE, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. GARN, Mr. 
GoLDWATER, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HATFIELD, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. 
HEINZ, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. JEPSEN, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. LAXALT, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. 
PERCY, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. ScHMITT. Mr. ScHWEIKER, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. WEICKER, and Mr. 
YOUNG): 

S. 1597. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the 
economic stimulation of the economy 
through increased savings and invest
ment; to the Committee on Finance. 

(The remarks of Mr. DANFORTH when 
he introduced the bill appear earlier in 
today's proceedings. ) 

By Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. 
EXON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. NUNN, Mr. TALMADGE, 
Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
RANDOLPH, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. 
RoTH, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. CHILES, 
Mr. STONE, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
ScHMITT, Mr. BELLMON, Mr. Mc
GovERN, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. WILLIAMs, Mr. 
STEWART, Mr. DOLE, Mr. HAYA
KAWA, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. 
HUDDLESTON): 

S. 1598. A bill specifying the period 
within which contributions, equivalent 
to social security taxes, should be made 
by States having in effect agreements for 
social security coverage of State and 
local employees under section 218 of the 
Social Security Act; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

STATE SOCIAL SECURITY DEPOSIT ACT OF 1979 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a proposal to allow 
States to deposit social security contribu
tions related to the employment of State 
and local employees within 30 days fol
lowing the end of the calendar month in 
which covered wages are paid. 

Presently, State and local governments 
and their employees are covered under 
the social security system through agree
ments entered into between the Federal 
Government and the States. Liability for 
the collection and payment into the 
Treasury of contributions for local gov
ernment employees as well as State gov
ernment employees rests with each State. 
Payments from local entities are made 
by the locality to the State which, in 
turn, is responsible for assuring the cor
rectness of those payments and deposit
ing them with the Treasury. 

Currently States deposit their social 
security contributions four times a year, 
45 days after the end of each calendar 
quarter. However, on November 20, 1978, 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare published final regulations 
designed to require more frequent de
posits. 

Under the new regulations which be
come effective July 1, 1980, deposits will 
be required within 15 days following the 
end of the first and second months in a 
calendar quarter and 45 days following 
the close of the third month in the 
quarter. 

As chairman of the Social Security 
Subcommittee, I conducted a hearing on 
January 29, 1979, to examine the impact 
of the new HEW regulations on State 
and local governments and on the social 
security trust funds. 

HEW and the State witnesses offered 
entirely different views as to the impact 

of the new depository regulations on 
State and local governments, both finan
cially and administratively. In particu
lar, there was a significant difference 
between each side's estimate of the 
amount of interest income State and 
local governments would lose as a result 
of the new regulations and whether these 
governments would incur an increase in 
paperwork and administrative costs. 

HEW argued that the continuation of 
the quarterly deposit system would per
mit the States to retain about $200 mil
lion a year in interest income which 
HEW contends should go to the social 
security trust funds. Commissioner Ross 
testified that even under the new regu
lations, the States would continue to 
earn some $75 million in interest in
come, more than enough to offset any 
increase in the States' administrative 
costs. He also said that if the States 
employed more efficient collection pro
cedures, they should have no difficulty in 
complying with the new 15-day deposit 
schedule. 

State witnesses alleged they could not 
possibly comply with the new deposit 
schedule. They testified they would need 
a minimum of 22 working days following 
the end of each month to deposit their 
social security contributions. The States 
also challenged HEW's estimate of the 
amount of interest income the States 
would continue to earn under the new 
regulations. State witnesses did not offer 
their own estimate of continued interest 
earnings, but they indicated their ad
ministrative costs would increase by $5 
million a year. 

After reviewing the hearing record, I 
am convinced the present quarterly de
posit schedule should be changed. There 
is no justification for allowing the States 
to retain some $200 million a year in in
terest income at the expense of the social 
security trust funds. This is far in excess 
of what is needed by the States to cover 
their reporting and collection expenses. 
However, any change in the schedule 
must be reasonable and must take into 
account the administrative problems and 
costs the States and municipalities incur. 

State governments have taken great 
care over the years to verify the accu
racy of payments made for each social 
security participant. They have main
tained highly accurate records in the 
reporting of earnings on which social 
security benefits are calculated. Based 
upon hearings and extensive discussions 
with State and local representatives, 15 
days is simply not enough time to allow 
verification of reports from the hundreds 
of thousands of cities, towns, and local 
school districts participating in the so
cial security program. 

A 30-day deposit schedule would be a 
fair compromise between HEW's pro
posal and the present quarterly system. 
Representatives of State and local gov
ernments agree they can meet this 30-
day schedule. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1598 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
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America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
this Act may be cited as the State Social 
Security Deposit Act of 1979. 

(b) subparagraph (A) of section 218(e) 
( 1) of the Social Security Act is amended to 
read as follows : 

"(A) t.he.t the State will pay to the Secre
tary of the Treasury, within the 3(}-day pe
riod immediately following the last day of 
each calendar month, amounts equivalent to 
the _ sum of the taxes which would be im
posed by sections 3101 and 3111 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1954 if the services for 
which wages were paid in such month to 
employees covered by the agreement con
stituted employment as defined in section 
3121 of such Code; and. 

(c) The amendment made b y subsection 
(b) shall be effective with respect to the pay
ment of taxes (referred to in section 218(e) 
( 1) (A) of the Social Security Act , as amend
ed by subsection (b ) ) on account of wages 
paid on or after July 1, 1980. 

(d) The provisions of section 7 of Public 
Law 94-202 shall not be applicable to any 
regulation which becomes effective on or af
ter July 1, 1980, and which is designed to 
carry out the purposes of subsection (b) of 
this Act.e 

e Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELsoN) and others in in
troducing the State Social Security De
posit Act of 1979. This bill will permit 
States to deposit social security contri
butions from State and local employees 
within 30 days following the end of the 
month in which covered wages are paid. 

Mr. President, this legislation is a re
sponse to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare regulations that 
will require States to make deposits with
in 15 days following the end of the first 
and second months within 45 days after 
the close of the quarter. These regula
tions will result in administrative chaos 
for State and local governments. It 
would also increase the cost to State 
and local governments of participating 
in the social security system. 

I believe that the Social Security De
posit Act of 1979 is a responsible alter
native to those regulations. This bill rep
resents a compromise between the ex
isting deposit scheme whereby States 
make quarterly deposits and the HEW 
proposed deposit scheme. This bill would 
insure that States make timely deposits 
of social security contributions, yet it 
would not impose unreasonable time con
straints on them. It would permit States 
to make their deposits without disrupt
ing their existing administrative mech
anisms and procedures. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. It is an oppor
tunity for us to show our concern for 
and responsiveness to the needs of our 
State and local governments while main
taining the fiscal integrity of the social 
security trust fund.e 

By Mr. GRAVEL: 
S. 1599. A bill entitled the "Federal 

Water Projects Financing Act of 1979" · 
to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, and if and when reported, 
then to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources for 15 calendar days 
exclusive of periods when the Senate ~ 
out of session for more than 3 days, by 
unanimous consent. 

FEDERAL WATER PROJECTS FINANCING ACT OF 

1979 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation proposed by 
the President to implement cost sharing 
reforms for Federal water projects in 
accordance with his message to the Con
gress of June 6, 1978. 

The proposed bill would apply to 
projects constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, the 
Soil Conservation Service, and the Ten
nessee Valley Authority. 

States would be required to commit at 
the front end of project development 10 
percent of project costs attributable to 
vendible outputs. States would be respon
sible for 5 percent of the project costs 
attributable to nonvendible outputs, such 
as ftood control, navigation, and fish and 
wildlife protection. The committed fi
nancing share would be spent on a pro 
rata basis, directly proportionate to Fed
eral expenditures. 

The legislation would impose a "cap" 
on a State's contribution of one-quarter 
of 1 percent of its general revenues per 
project per year, thus protecting small 
States. . 

In addition to contributing to project 
costs, States would receive a 10-percent 
share of revenues derived from sales of 
water and power. Again, they would be 
paid back on the same schedule and pro
portion as is the Federal agency. 

In cases where more than one State 
would benefit from a project, the home 
State would serve as agent and obtain 
cost contributions from other benefiting 
States. 

The proposed bill would also standard
ize cost-sharing for localities in the con
struction of ftood protection projects. 
Currently, localities are responsible for 
20 percent of the cost of nonstructural 
ftood. control projects and land, easements 
and rights-of-way for structural projects. 
The legislation would equalize cost shar
ing for all localftood control projects at 
20 percent. This would eliminate a bias 
toward structural ftood control solutions 
prompted by the possibility of the Federal 
Government assuming a greater share of 
the project cost. 

The State share under this proposal is 
considerably lower than some of the 
options suggested in December 1977 by 
the administration task force on cost
sharing established among the Federal 
agencies during the President's water 
resources policy review. 

The legislation is not primarily in
tended to alleviate the burden on the' 
Federal budget. The major objective is 
that the State's responsibility for the 
kind of projects, their dimensions and 
timing be decidedly increased. 

In January, I had the opportunity to 
review a draft of the President's cost
sharing proposal. At that time, I felt 
the draft proposal was unworkable. I 
made my concerns known to the admin
istration and was assured those concerns 
would be addressed. Considerable re
working of the draft followed. 

The final proposal demonstrates the 
cooperative attitude with which these 
major issues were resolved. I commend 
President Carter and his administration 

for this attitude. I am pleased with the 
final proposal which was transmitted 
to the Congress. Cost sharing, or joint 
financing, of major Federal water proj
ects is an idea which has been recom
mended for years, and it is clearly time 
now to consider it actively, and move a 
workable plan forward. The administra
tion's bill is a good place to begin. This 
is not to say, however, that all of my 
concerns or the concerns of my col
leagues have been satisfied. Neverthe
less, I feel the President's proposal can 
be worked with as a basis for the de
velopment of cost-sharing legislation 
which will be acceptable to both the 
President and the Congress. 

In March I joined 23 Senators in sup
port of Senate Resolution 83, relative to 
national water resources policy. That 
resolution expressed "the sense of the 
Senate" that water resources policies de
veloped by the executive branch should 
be implemented through congressional 
action. 

Many have indicated that they "sup
port the concept" of cost sharing, but the 
time has now come to put the support 
into practical and positive terms. I be
lieve the administration nas provided us 
with a reasonable beginning, and it is my 
intention to move forward to develop a 
final program based on many of their 
concepts. 

I personally feel the most positive fea
ture of this legislation is that relating to 
local ftood protection. This proposal 
would replace existing local ftood con
trol cost-sharing requirements -by re
quiring local entities to pay for 20 per
cent of project costs allocated to ftood 
control no matter how the ftood control 
is achieved, whether by structural or 
nonstructural means and no matter 
which agency does the construction. This 
change in ftood control cost sharing fol
lows the 20-percent rule now established 
in section 73 of Public Law 93-251, the 
Water Resources Development Act of 
1974 which concerns cost sharing by 
nonstructural means. The local enti
ties responsible for the 20-percent pay
ment would be allowed to provide lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way-or a 
combination of both-to meet the re
quirement. This improvement in local 
cost sharing would be separate and apart 
from the State cost sharing established 
by the bill. 

I would urge my colleagues in the Con
gress to review the President's proposal 
on cost sharing and would welcome their 
comments and recommendations regard
ing this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1599 
Be -tt enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United State::; of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as "The Federal Water 
Projects Financing Act of 1979." 

. DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 2. It is hereby declared to the intent 
of Congress that States should have a greater 
Involvement in decisions affecting the de-
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velopment and management of water and 
related land resources, and an increased re
sponsibility in the financing of Federal and 
Federally-assisted water projects and pro
grams, and that the confiicting rules govern
ing cost sharing for flood damage reduction 
should be reconciled; therefore, the Con
gress hereby establishes new financing, cost 
and revenue sharing levels for various proj
ect purposes. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 3. For the purpose of this Act: 
(a) The term "project" means a land ac

quisition or construction activity which is fi
nanced, wholly or in part, from appropriated 
funds by the Corps of Engineers of the De
partment of the Army, the Bureau of Rec
lamation of the Department of the Interior, 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, or the Soil 
Conservation Service of the Department of 
Agriculture, as an independent unit or a 
separable addition to an existing facility 
within a specified area for the conservation, 
utilization, control, development, or manage
ment of water and related land resources. 

(b) The term "non-Federal entity" means 
a State or any public entity now existing or 
henceforth created under State law or in
terstate compact, or any private entity, hav
ing authority to contract with the Federal 
Government in the implementation of a 
project. 

(c) The term "State" means a State, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Vir
gin Islands, Guam or the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 

(d) The term "agent State" means a State 
in which a project is wholly or partially 
located. 

(e) The term "vendible outputs" means 
the beneficial products, services, or activi
ties listed below: 

1. Agricultural water supply-the provi
sion o! water, including storage, distribu
tion, and drainage fac111ties, for the pro
duction of agricultural commodities. 

2. Municipal and industrial water sup
ply-the provision of water, including stor
age facilities, for domestic, municipal and 
industrial uses, including all other uses 
except agriculture. 

3. Hydroelectric power-the provisions for 
production of electricity by converting the 
energy of flowing water, including Federal 
transmission and marketing facilities. 

(!) The term "in kind" means those 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations 
and other real property interests necessary 
to and a part of a project. 

(g) The term "implementation" means 
all planning and development activities oc
curring subsequent to authorization of a 
project for construction and which are 
necessary to produce the intended products, 
services, or activities. It does not include 
operation and maintenance of a project. 

(h) The term "financing share" means 
the division among Federal entities and 
States of those funds necessary for imple
mentation of a project. 

(i) The term "cost share" is differen
tiated from financing share in that cost 
shares may be satisfied by in kind contri
butions or by monetary contributions over 
time in lieu of cash payments at the time 
that costs are incurred. 

(j) The term "revenue sharing" means 
the division among Federal entitles and 
States of net operating revenues from ven
dible outputs of a project. 

(k) The term "net operating revenues" 
means gross receipts from vendible outputs 
less all operation and maintenance costs 
allocated to vendible outputs. 
STATE FINANCING AND REVENUE SHARING FOR 
VENDIBLE AND NONVENDIBLE PROJECT OUTPUTS 

SEC. 4. (a) Participation by the Corps o! 
Engineers of the Department of the Army 
the Bureau of Reclamation of the Depart~ 
ment of the Interior and the Tennessee Valley 

Authority 1n the acquisition of land for, or 
construction of a Federal water resource proj
ect shall be contingent upon the receipt of 
a binding commitment from one or more 
of the agent States to fund the total State 
financing share consisting of: 

(1) Ten percent of all implementation costs 
allocated to vendible outputs as defined in 
Section 3(e); and (2) 5 percent of all im
plementation costs allocated to nonvendi
ble outputs, except as limited by subsection 
(b) below. 

(b) For each project subject to the re
quirements of subsection (a} an agent 
State's annual financing share is not to ex
ceed ~ of 1 percent of its general revenues 
in tho State's fiscal year preceding the fiscal 
year in which financing share payments are 
required. 

(c) The total State financing share as re
quired by subsection (a) shall be determined 
by the Federal agency responsible for the 
project. The State's share shall be paid to the 
Federal Government by the agent State or 
States and contributions to defray this re
quirement in whole or in part may be made 
by other benefiting States to an agent State. 
If an agent State does not wish to con
tribute, with its consent, other States may 
contribute the required total State financing 
share. 

(d) The Sta.te financing share described 
in subsection (a) through (c) of this sec
tion shall be based on the amount of Federal 
obligations for the project for each fiscal 
year commencing with the initiation of land 
acquisition or construction, whichever comes 
first. Payments of such share shall be made 
to the Treasury of the United States no later 
than 6 months after the end of the fiscal year 
in which such Federal funds have been obli
gated and shall be credited to miscellaneous 
receipts. Federal obligations for implemen
tation activities carried out prior to initia
tion of land acquisiton or construction shall 
be treated as if they occurred during the 
year in which land acquisition or construc
tion funds were first obligated. 

(e) A share of the net operating revenues 
from the sale of vendible outputs of a project 
affected by this act shall be paid annually to 
each agent State participating in the financ
ing of the project. The State's share of net 
operating revenues for each project shall be 
determined by the Federal agency responsible 
for marketing the project's vendible outputs 
pursuant to the guidelines promulgated by 
the Water Resources Council under section 
6. Each State's share of net operating reve
nues shall bear the same ratio as that State's 
share in financing of project implementation 
as specified in this section. This sha-ring 
shall continue as long as revenues are pro
duced by the project. 

(f) There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated to each agency responsible for 
a project such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out subsection (e) of this section. 
NON-FEDERAL ENTITY COST SHARES FOR FLOOD 

DAMAGE REDUCTION 

SEc. 5. (a) (1) Participation by the Corps 
o! Engineers of the Department of the Army, 
the Bureau of Reclamation of the Depart
ment of the Interior, the Soil Conservation 
Service of the Department of Agriculture 
and the Tennessee Valley Authority in the 
acquisition of land or the construction of a 
project to reduce flood damages shall be 
contingent upon the receipt from one or 
more non-Federal entities of a binding com
mitment for payment of a total of 20 per
cent of structural or non-structural project 
implementation costs allocated to flood 
damage reduction. The cost sharing require
ment is in addition to the financing require
ments of Section 4 and supersedes all other 
costs sharing requirements for implementa
tion of flood damage reduction projects. 

(2) The non-Federal payment required 
by this Section may be made in cash or in 
kind (i) prior to commencement of project 
construction, (ii) during project construc
tion, or (iii) in annual installments if the 
non-Federal entity enters into a binding 
contract with the United States Government 
to pay its proportionate share of implementa
tion costs in not to exceed 10 annual install
ments beginning with commencement oi 
project construction. When the Federal Gov
ernment finances the required non-Federal 
cost share for a project, such financing shall 
have the effect of a loan, and the amount of 
such financing shall be repaid by the non
Federal entity on an annual basis and at 
the rate of interest determined by the Secre
tary of the Treasury for each fiscal year, be
ginning with the fiscal year in which proJec,; 
<..:onsliruction commences. The interest rate 
for each fisoal year shall be determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury taking into 
consideration the average market yield during 
the month precedmg the beginning of each 
fiscal year on outstanding marketable obliga
t,ions of the United States of comparable 
maturities, adjusted to the nearest one
eighth of 1 per centum. The computation 
shall be made as of the first day of each fiscal 
year, and the rate thus computed shall be 
used during the succeeding 12 months. 

(b) The requirements of subsection (a) in 
excess of lands, easements and rights-of-way 
and relocations may be waived in whole or 
in part in the case of temporary services or 
facilities provided under existing emergency 
legislative authorities. · 

(c) For purposes of this section the 20 
percent non-Federal entity cost share may 
include any combination of monetary and in 
kind contributions. 

GUIDELINES AND REGULATIONS 

SEc. 6. To ensure uniformity among the 
Federal agencies in implementing this Act, 
the Chairman of the Water Resources Council 
shall promulgate, within ninety days of en
actment of this legislation, guidelines for the 
Federal agencies' rules necessary to imple
ment this Act. Each of the responsible agen
cies shall promulgate final rules to implement 
this Act no later than one-hundred eighty 
days after its enactment. 

WRITTEN AGREEMENT 

SEc. 7. After the date of enactment of this 
Act, a written contract must be entered into 
between the appropriate Federal department 
or_ a:ge~cy and non-Federal entities prior to 
imt1at10n of land acquisition or construction 
specifying the financing, revenue and cost 
sharing arrangements for each project af
fected by this Act. Each written agreement 
shall provide that in the event an agent 
State does not remit its current cost or 
financing share, as provided in section 4, for 
any project to which it is a party, all imple
mentation activities on that project within 
such State and subject to the requirements 
of this Act shall be terminated at the earliest 
practicable date, as determined by the ap
propriate Federal entity, until such time as 
the obligations of the State are made current. 

TERMS OF THE ACT 

SEc. 8. The provisions of this Act shall be 
applicable to all projects authorized after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

VOLUNTARY STATE CONTRIBUTIONS 

SEc. 9. Voluntary State financing, as de
scribed in section 4, of projects authorized 
prior to enactment of this Act is authorized 
and encouraged to assist Federal authorities 
in setting priorities in the implementation of 
projects previously authorized but for which 
no construction funds have been appro
priated. 

INDEPENDENT AND SEPARATE REQUmEMENTS 

SEc. 10. The financing and cost sharing re
quirements of sections 4 and 5, respectively, 
shall each be separate from and in addition 
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to the other; and, except as provided in sub
section 5(a), both shall be in addition to 
other cost and financing sharing required of 
non-Federal entities by law or administrative 
practice. 

CHANGES TO EXISTING LAW 

SEc. 11. Existing provisions of law and ad
ministrative rules which are in conflict with 
this Act are hereby repealed or superseded to 
the extent of such conflicts. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent, on behalf of 
Mr. GRAVEL, that the bill introduced 
by Mr. GRAVEL to implement cost-shar
ing reforms for Federal water projects, 
in accordance with the President's mes
sage to Congress, or any bill dealing with 
costsharing for water resources devel
opment projects which affects Bureau 
of Reclamation projects, when reported 
by the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, be referred to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources 
for a period of 15 calendar days, exclu
sive of any period for which the Sen
ate is in recess or adjournment for more 
than 3 days. 

I understand this has been cleared 
with the Energy Committee and with 
the minority. 

Mr. TOWER. That is my understand
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

By Mr. KENNEDY <for himself, 
Mr. BELLMON, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
BOSCHWITZ, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr 
CULVER, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. DURKIN, Mr. 
HELMS, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
RIEGLE, and Mr. SIMPSON): 

S. 1600. A bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to strengthen and 
improve the student loan program so as 
to assure the availability of funds to stu
dents to attend the institution of higher 
education of their choice, to strengthen 
the procedures for the repayment of 
such loans, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

NATIONAL STUDENT LOAN REFORM ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 
a bill to the desk, on behalf of myself, 
Senator BELLMON, and others, and ask 
that it be appropriately referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing, for myself and Sen
ator BELLMON, as well as Senators BAKER, 
CRANSTON, BOSCHWITZ, BUMPERS, COCH
RAN, CULVER, DANFORTH, DOMENICI, DUR
KIN, HELMS, KASSENBAUM, McCLURE, 
METZENBAUM, NELSON, RANDOLPH, RIEGLE, 
and SIMPSON, the National Student Loan 
Reform Act of 1979. 

Mr. President, as a member of the 
Education Subcommittee since I have 
come to the U.S. Senate, I have reviewed 
and worked on a variety of education 
programs. 

I have seen the needs of young peo
ple, needs which must be answered. I 

have seen the needs of their parents. 
needs which must be answered. And, I 
have seen the needs of our country for 
a better educated people-needs which 
must be answered. 

We believe that this particular pro
gram, Mr. President, is going to offer 
new opportunities to young Americans 
to attend college. It is going to 
strengthen educational opportunity for 
millions of Americans who today are 
denied that opportunity because they 
have been denied the financing for it. 
And by strengthening this opportunity 
we strengthen our country. 

The legislation introduced today will 
help us achieve our objectives and will do 
so at the same cost as the present stu
dent loan programs. 

This program is good for the student. 
It is good for their parents. It is good for 
higher education. And it is financially 
sound. 

Mr. President, it has been a pleasure 
to have the opportunity to work with the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
<Mr. BELLMON) on this legislation. I wel
come the opportunity to work closely 
with him and our cosponsors when the 
Senate Education Subcommittee will 
consider the higher education legislation 
this fall in a series of hearings. 

Enactment of this legislation will 
strengthen higher education. 

Mr. President, the bill we are introduc
ing today will improve the Federal high
er education loan effort, an effort which 
is an important part of the way in which 
we help our society to become better ed
ucated. 

The legislation contains the following 
features: 

It assures the availability of loans to 
all students who need them; 

It assures an amount which will let all 
students go to college and will let those 
students go to the college of their choice; 

It will make payback mechanisms more 
flexible so that students will not be sud
denly overburdened just as they gradu
ate, when their incomes tend to be lower; 

It will take the loan collection burdens 
off of the colleges and will cut down on 
defaults by placing collection responsi
bility in banking agencies; and 

It will provide a supplemental loan 
program for parents of college students 
who are not able to meet the expected 
family contribution. 

This legislation will cost the same 
amount as the current collection of stu
dent loan programs, which it is reform
ing: The national direct student loans, 
the guaranteed student loans and the 
federally insured student loan programs. 
There will be no additional cost to the 
Treasury. 

Mr. President, the education of our 
students cannot be a game of chance; 
the repayment of loans to the Govern
ment cannot be a game of chance. Yet, 
now, students do not know if they will 
find a loan to go to school. Yet, now, 
students do not know if they will get 
enough to go to school. Yet, now, we do 
not employ the most effective ways of 
collecting those loans. 

Under the legislation we are submitting 
today, a regular process will be set up, so 
that students can know they will get a 

loan they need, know that it will cover 
the difference between a reasonable con
tribution and the cost of going to 
school-and the Government can know 
that it is going to be repaid. 

I hope that we can incorporate the 
measure proposed today in the higher 
education programs which will be reau
thorized in the coming months. 

The legislation proposed today would 
work as follows: 

The Student Loan Marketing Associa
tion <Sallie Mae), a currently existing 
institution, would expand its activities. 
It will raise funds through the Federal 
Financing Bank for dispersal, through 
the State education agencies, to colleges 
and universities. The financial aid offi
cers at the campuses would, in turn, pro
vide a loan to every college student who 
needs one. Need, and the top amount of 
the loan would be determined by this 
formula: 

First. Cost of going to college-tuition, 
room and board, fees, books, et cetera, 

Minus second. Scholarship and other 
aid <such as work study funds) granted 
to the student. 

Minus third. A reasonable parental 
contribution, as figured in the manner in 
which the contribution is figured for the 
basic education opportunity grant pro
gram. 

For instance, if a student goes to a 
school whose costs are $5,000, and he has 
a scholarship for $1,000 and a parental 
contribution of $1,000, he could take a 
loan of up to $3,000. 

Such loans would be due after the stu
dent graduated from college or graduate 
school. They would be payable at 7 per
cent interest, but no interest would ac
crue during the time that the student is 
an undergraduate, nor would interest ac
crue for undergraduate loans while the 
student is in graduate school. 

The State agencies and Sallie Mae 
would be responsible for collection of 
the loans. They would be able to con
solidate various loans that the student 
had taken into one repayment. They 
would also be able to provide optional 
repayment terms to the student-ad
justing the time repayment for the size 
of the loan, graduating the repayment 
schedule, and providing for much lower 
payments where a student's income is 
low. 

The legislation would also provide a 
new program for parents. They would 
be able to borrow an amount of up to 
the parental contribution from private 
lenders. This loan would be guaranteed 
by the Federal Government. Parents 
would pay the Treasury rate minus 1 
percent, while the banks would get the 
special allowance for these loans that 
they now get under the guaranteed stu
dent loan program. 

We need to take this step to assure ac
cess to higher education for all the 
young people of our country. We will 
allow students to go to college when and 
where they want-and to repay the loans 
when they are able. 

Mr. President, I ask that the back
ground and explanation statement, as 
weil as the sectional summary of the 
bill, be printed in the RECORD following 
my remarks. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
<See exhibits 1 and 2.) 

EXHIBIT 1 
THE NATIONAL STUDENT LOAN REFORM ACT 

BACKGROUND AND EXPLANATION 

I. What are the current programs that 
this program would replace: 

Currently, the federal government pro
vides loan aid to students in institutions of 
higher education through two main means. 

First, it provides loan guarantees and 
subsidies to private lenders to enable them 
to lend their funds to students. This is the 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL). 
This is the largest federal program. Private 
lenders choose which college students will 
receive loans. A loan of up to $2,500 is made. 
The student repays the loan, after gradua
tion, at 7 percent interest. The federal gov
ernment guarantees the loan, and provides 
the lender interest calculated a.t the Treasury 
rate plus 3.5 percent. Thus, during the time 
that the student is in school, the govern
ment pays the lender .all of the interest 
which is due; when the student begins re
paying, the government pays the difference 
between 7 percent and the Treasury rate 
plus 3 .5 percent. 

The second government program is the 
National Direct Student Loan Program 
(NDSL). This provides capital contributions 
to institutions of higher education. These 
institutions make backup loans for students 
who need more money for school than they 
have been able to get elsewhere. The avail
ab1lity of these loans is very limited, and 
the loans are much smaller than under the 
GSL program, averaging $700. 

II . What are the advantages of the New 
legislation over the current programs: 

The new legislation provides a program 
which contains the following advantages 
over the current programs: 

LOAN ASSURANCE 

The Guaranteed Student Loan program 
cannot assure to a prospective college stu
dent that he or she will get a loan, which 
may be necessary before the student can go 
to the college of his choice, or to college at 
all. In certain regions of the country, like 
the west, few banks participate. In certain 
cycles in the economy, such as the current 
period, competing demands for capital make 
loans difficult to obtain in many places. And 
in all regions and in all cycles, banks have 
an incentive to loan to better credit risks 
and those who are more likely to establish 
other relationships with the bank. Some 70 
percent of the loans are made to those who 
have a prior relationship with the bank. 

The NDSL program has limited funds and 
provides no assurance to students. At 2,700 
of the 6,000 institutions which award Fed
eral grants, no student can obtain any NDSL 
loan. 

Under the proposal introduced today, stu
dents would be assured that they will get 
a loan to cover their needs, at all eligible 
institutions, regardless of region, point in 
the economic cycle, or poorer economic back
ground. 

LOAN AMOUNT 

Neither the GSL nor the NDSL program as
sure that the funds which are provided are 
related to the need of the student. Under the 
GSL program, private lenders can usually 
lend up to $2,500 to anyone, in any economic 
circumstance-but no more than that to 
anyone. Nor need it lend any particular 
amount to anyone. The amount of the NDSL 
loan is usually much smaller, around $700, 
and depends upon the amount of the funds 
available at a particular time at the partic
ular institution and the demands of other 
students. 

Under the proposal introduced today, the 
financial aide officer will systematically de-

termine an amount available to the student 
and this amount will cover the student's 
needs. The formula will be: Cost of attend
ance at the Institution, minus scholarship 
and other aid, and also minus a reasonable 
parental contribution. 

LOAN PAYBACK 

Both the Guaranteed Student Loan and 
the NDSL programs have straight mortgage 
payback provisions. The loon is paid, at the 
respective interest rates, over a ten year pe
riod, in equal installments. The rigidity of 
this schedule places burdens on the students 
as they are just entering the work world. 
Those burdens place a great weight on the 
student who tries to meet them; they con
tribute to student defaults. 

Under the proposal introduced today, the 
borrower will be able to choose among re
payment options. If he chooses, he may re
pay more of the loan at a time when he is 
better able to do so. The time to repay will 
be larger if the loan is larger. The student 
will be able to graduate repayments over the 
course of time. Repayments will be lower 
if the student is earning little money; repay
ment will be cancelled upon death or total 
disability. 

DEFAULTS 

GSL loans are fully guaranteed by the gov
ernment. NDSL loans are collected by edu
cators rather than financial specialists. 
These factors contribute to a relatively high 
default rate. In the GSL program the rate is 
10 percent; in the NDSL program it is 17 
percent. 

Under the proposal introduced today, col
lection for all loans will be placed in the 
hands of the state agencies, or, where there 
is no state agency, or the state agency does 
not handle such functions, in the hands of 
Sallie Mae. Experienced financial specialists 
and collection specialists should reduce the 
default rate. 

PARENTAL PROGRAM 

Neither the GSL nor the NDSL programs 
provide funds for parents of college students. 
Parents are expected to make a contribution 
to their children's education. But, often they 
are unable to come up with this contribu
tion. 

Under the proposal introduced today, 
Sallie Mae will guarantee private lender 
loans to parents for up to the contribution, 
and will provide a subsidy to the lenders to 
make these loans. Lenders should be more 
willing to lend to parents, who will usually 
receive smaller amounts than do students 
under the current programs and who are 
usually more permanent residents in the 
community. 

CAMPUS FOCUS 

The main aid program, the GSL program, 
is administered off-campus. By putting stu
dent loan programs on campus, we give a 
greater opportunity for the student to re
ceive counseling by the college financial aid 
officer. We make it easier to consolidate all 
loans into one repayment schedule. 

III. How Will The New Program Work: 
A) The program for students would work 

as follows: 
The Student Loan Marketing Association 

(Sallie Mae), a currently existing institu
tion, would expand its activities. It will 
raise funds through the Federal Financing 
Bank for dispersal, through the state educa
tion agencies, to colleges and universities. 
The financial aid officers at the campuses 
would, in turn, provide a loan to every col
lege and graduate student who needs one. 
Need, and the top amount of the loan would 
be determined by this formula: 

(1) Cost of going to college (tuition, room 
and board, fees, books, etc.) , 

Minus (2) Scholarship and other aid 
(such as Work Study funds) granted to the 
student, 

Minus (3) A reasonable parental contrlbu-

tion, calculated in the manner in which the 
contribution is figured for the Basic Educa
tion Opportunity Grant program. 

For instance, if a student goes to a school 
whose costs are $5,000, and he has a scholar
ship fqr: $1,000 and a parental contribution 
of $1,000, he could take a loan of up to 
$3,000. 

Such loans would be due after the student 
graduated from college or graduate school. 
They would be payable at 7 % interest, but 
no interest would accrue during the time 
that the student is an undergraduate, nor 
would interest accrue for undergraduate 
loans while the student is in graduate school. 

The state agencies and Sallie Mae would 
be responsible for collection of the loans. 
They would be able to consolidate various 
loans that the student had taken into one 
repayment. They would also be able to pro
vide optional repayment terms to the stu
dent-adjusting the time repayment for the 
size of the loan, graduating the repayment 
schedule, and providing for much lower pay
ments where a student's income is low. 

B) The program for parents would work 
as follows: 

Parents would be able to borrow an 
amount of up to the parental contribution 
from private lenders. This loan would be 
guaraJD.teed by the federal government. Par
ents would pay the Treasury I'late minus one 
percent, while the banks would get the 
"special allowance" for these loans that they 
now get under the Guaranteed Student Loan 
Program. 

IV. What Will The New Program Cost: 
The new program will cost the same 

amount as the existing programs. Currently, 
the federal government spends $1.3 billion 
for existing programs. This is made up of a 
$970 million expenditure for the GSL pro
gram and a $329 milllon expenditure for the 
NDSL program. 

Improvements can be made without in
cre3sing costs for the following reasons: 

First, students who borrow under the NDSL 
program currently repay loans at 3 percent 
interest. This amount is far below the cost 
of money to the government and below the 
7 percent rate charged under the GSL pro
gram. The new proposal would charge all 
students 7 percent. 

Second, the government today pays a heavy 
subsidy to private lenders to lend under the 
GSL, the primary program. They receive the 
Treasury bill rate plus 3.5 percent and only 
7 percent of this is paid by the student. The 
new proposal shifts the lending to the 
campuses, and uses the Federal Financing 
Bank rather than private lenders. The gov
ernment will only pay the difference between 
7 percent and the Treasury rate. The new 
parental program will be smaller than the 
current GSL program, and in addition, each 
loan under it will require a smaller subsidy. 

Third, the new program should cut de
faults. Such defaults in the NDSL program 
now total over $700 million. 

Fourth, in some instances, where the need 
is less than the current NDSL ceiling, the 
loan might be smaller than the current sub
sidized loan. 

V. What Will Happen to Independent Stu
dents: 

Independent students will be expected to 
provide a reasonable amount from "self
help" to replace the parental contribution. 
Such self-help might come from summer or 
school term jobs. Independent students 
would be able to borrow an amount to make 
up for the self-help expectation. This amount 
will be available at the campus, but will be 
repaid at the rate available to parent& in 
the parental loan program. Such students 
would continue to get their basic loans at the 
s3.me rate as that paid by other students, 7 
percent. 

VI. What Role Will the State Education 
Agencies Have: 
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State agencies, which enter into contrac
tual relations with Sallie Mae, will distribute 
funds to institutions, monitor and audit stu
dent loan activity, collect loans, provide in
formation and assistance to students, par
ents and institutions, and facilitate bank 
participation in the parental loan program. 

VII. What Is the Legislative Timetable: 
The higher Education programs-loans, 

scholarships and institutional aid-are up 
for reauthorization in this Congress. The 
House Subcommittee on Post-Secondary Edu
cation has been holding bearings on the re
authorization and will continue those hear
\ngs this week. The Senate Subcommittee 
on Education will hold hearings in the fall. 

The authors of the proposal introduced to
day intend to incorporate the National Stu
dent Loan Reform Act of 1979 into the higher 
education reauthorization which emerges 
from Congress. 

EXHIBIT 2 

SECTIONAL SUMMARY 

Section 1: Short Title : National Student 
Loan Reform Act. 

Section 2: Statement of Purpose. 
To ensure capital availability for student 

loans by strengthening the campus-based 
direct loan progra.m. 

To adjust repayment schedules, and other
wise improve collection procedures, to make 
repayment sensitive to ability to repay and 
to reduce the default rate. 

To guarantee loans to eligible borrowers 
so as to facilitate providing the expected 
family contributions (or, in the case of in
dependent students, the expected self-help 
contribution) to the cost of higher educa
tion. 

Section 3 : Amends existing student loan 
legislation. 

A. Phases out existing student loan pro
grams, terminating the authority to make 
loans under those progra~ six months after 
the date of enactment; and 

B. The Student Loan Marketing Associa
tion (Sallle Mae) is con~erted to a non-profit 
corporation. The Federal Government will 
purchase the existing shareholders' equity. 
Sallie Mae's powers are expanded, so that it 
becomes a direct lender to students-in the 
case of the campus-based program; and it 
becomes the guarantor of loans made to 
eligible borrowers-in the case of the bank
based program. 

SUBPART I 

Authorizes the Association (Sallie Mae) 
to enter into agreements with eligible in
stitutions, for the purpose of making low
interest loans to students in need, to pursue 
their course of study. 

A. The agreement shall provide that the 
Association will make payments to eligible 
institutions. 

B. Institutions shall make loans available 
to all eligible students. 

C. The Association shall receive, in return 
for such payments, notes or other evidence 
of loans to eligible students orginated by 
the institution. 

D. The Association shall manage cash flow, 
to minimize the accumulation of the funds 
not needed immediately for student loans. 

Loans must be made subject to such forms, 
conditions, limitations and requirements as 
the Association shall prescribe by regula
tion. 

A. Loan amount equals : 
Cost of attendance minus the aggregate 

of ... 
1. Financial assistance under other titles 

of this Act (basic education oooortunity 
grants, supplemental education opportunity, 
and colleF:e work study) . 

2. Scholarships, grants, or other loans. 
3. The expected family contribution (or, 

in the case of independent students. the 
expected self help contribution) . 

B. Loans will be made only to students: 
1. Who have been accepted for enrollment 

at an eligible institution--or in the case of 
students already in attendance, who are in 
good standing academically. 

2. Who are carrying at least one-half the 
normal academic workload. 

C. All loans shall be made in accordance 
with the following terms and conditions: 

1. Repayment begins not more than 9 
months after the student ceases to carry 
at least one-half the normal academic work
load, and continues a maximum of 15 years; 
and 

2 . Repayment may be either in equal in
stallments, or in graduated installments over 
the term of the loan, at the option of the 
borrower; and 

3. The loan may be repaid in full, at any 
time, without penalty, at the option of the 
borrower; and 

4. The interest rate shall be 7 percent. 
a. except that no interest shall accrue on 

loans made for undergraduate education, so 
long as the student borrower is enrolled at 
least half-time at an eligible institution. 

b. interest shall accrue, for loans made for 
graduate education only, while the student 
is in school, but that interest may be de
ferred until repayment begins. 

5. No security, nor cosignor, shall be re
quired--except in the case of a student bor
rower who is a minor unable under law to 
enter into a billing agreement. 

6. Loans will be cancelled , in the case of 
death of the borrower. 

7. Repayment is not required while the 
student is in school; or for up to three years 
while the borrower is in the armed forces, 
is a Peace Corps volunteer, or is a volunteer 
under the Domestic Volunteer Act of 1973. 
These periods of deferral do not count to
ward the 15 year maximum repayment 
period. 

8. The Association may extend the repay
ment period, in individual cases, for good 
cause. 

9. For low-income individuals, repayment 
may be extended to 25 years with payments 
adjusted to reflect income. 

10. Borrowers may be required to pay pen
alties and bear the cost of collections, in 
the case of delinquent loans. 

There is provision for partial cancellation 
for each year of service in certain high-pri
ority, low-paid, public service careers, e.g., 
teachers of disadvantaged students in Title 
1 and Head-Start programs, teachers in han
dicapped programs in public and non-profit 
schools, members of the Armed Forces in 
combat. ' 

SUBPART II 

Established a guaranteed loan program to 
enable eligible borrowers to obtain loans, on 
behalf of students to meet the expected fam
ily contribution to the cost of the student's 
education; and provides for the payment of 
special allowances to the commercial lend
ing institutions which make such loans. 

Loans shall be guaranteed by the Associa
tion (Sallie Mae) . 

Loans under this program can be made 
only to meet the cost of the expected family 
contribution 

A. The institution the student is attend
ing must certify to the lender the amount 
of the expected family contribution; and 

B. Loans shall be 100 percent insured. 
Terms and Conditions of Insured Loans, 

under the Act. 
A. The student must be enrolled at least 

half-time and must be in good standing, 
academically. 

B. Loans shall be made without security 
and without cosigners. 

C. Repayment of principal shall be over a 
period not less than five, nor more than ten 
years beginning no more than nine months 
after the student ceases to attend an eligible 
institution at least half-time. 

D. Interest shall accrue and be paid dur· 
ing the entire term of the loan, except that 
interest payment may be deferred until re
payment of principal begins. 

E. Principal payments need not be paid, 
but interest shall accrue and be paid, if the 
student on whose behalf the loan was made, 
is enrolled at least half-time in school (in
cluding graduate school) , or if the student is 
in a training program for the rehabilitation 
of the disabled, or (for a period of up to 12 
months) if the eligible borrower is seeking 
and unable to find full-time employment. 

F. The Association and lenders shall enter 
into agreements providing for payments by 
the Association to the lenders, in the event 
of death or permanent disability of the bor
rower--or in the event the borrower is re
lieved of the obligation to repay the loan 
through a discharge in bankruptcy. 

The Association shall issue certificates of 
insurance, upon application by an eligible 
lender, containing such information as the 
Association may require. 

These certificates need not be made sepa
rately for each loan, but the Association may 
issue to a lender a certificate of comprehen
sive coverage to cover all qualifying loans 
made by the lender within a. specified time 
period and up to a specified aggregate maxi
mum. 

Procedures for recovery by the lender, upon 
default of an eligible borrower; and defini
tion of recoverable costs. 

Establishes the insurance fund. 
Proscribes the powers and responsibilities 

of the Association, including (A) repayment 
by the Association of loans of bankrupt, de
ceased, or disabled borrowers; and (B) the 
payment of special allowances. 

Special allowances will equal the Treasury 
Bill rate minus 3.5 percent minus the differ
ence between the rate for guaranteed loans 
(in the quarter for which the payment is 
being made) and the student loan rate (7%). 

T - (3.5) - (Parent loan rate - student 
loan rate) = special allowance. 

C. Credit unions may participate as lenders 
under the program. 

D. Definitions section. 
E. Terminates lending activity under ex

isting programs 6 months after enactment 
of this bill. 

A. Gives institutions the choice of 4% ad
ministrative cost based on College Work 
Study, plus Supplemental Education Op
portunity Grants, plus new loan program
up to a maximum of $350,000; or 4% of 
Supplemental Grants and College Work 
Study up to a maximum of $350,000, plus 
$30 loan origination fee on loans made un
der the new program. 

B. Defines "Association" as Student Loan 
Marketing Association. 

Section 4: Expands Sallie Mae and pro
scribes the purposes, structure, powers, and 
functions of the Association. 

Sallie Mae may contract with State Gua.r
ante~ agencies for some or an of the fol
lowing; and Sall!e Mae may compensate the 
state agencies for services performed by the 
state agencies under contract. 

· A. To distribute funds to institutions 
within the states or multi-state area cov
ered by the contract; and to collect from 
the institutions notes and other evidence of 
loans made to eligible students with such 
funds. 

B. To collect loans made to students with
in the state or multi-state area covered by 
the contract. 

c. To monitor and audit student loan 
activity at institutions within the area cov
ered by the contract. 

D. To provide information and technical 
assistance to students and to institutions, 
within the area covered by the contract. 

E. To facilitate guaranteed loans to eligible 
borrowers on behalf of students in the area 
covered by the contract. 
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F. For any other functions of the As

sociation, as agreed to by the Association 
and the state agencies. 

The Treasury will purchase the present 
shareholders' equity in Sallie Mae and the 
Association is authorized to assume the ex
isting assets (except for the shareholders' 
equity) and obligations of Sallie Mae. 

The obligations of the Association shall 
constitute general obligations of the United 
States. The Association may-in consulta
tion with the Secretary of the Treasury
issue notes, debentures, bonds or other ob
ligations, in such amounts as shall be nec
essary to carry out its functions. The Sec
retary of the Treasury may direct that such 
insurance be sold to the Department of the 
Treasury for its own account or to the Fed
eral Financing Bank. 

Proscribes regular audits and reports to 
Congress and to the President. 

Section 5: Transition provisions for wind
ing down the activities of the existing Stu
dent Loan Marketing Association-and their 
assumption, together with expanded respon
sibilities by the non-profit same Mae. 

Section 6: Effective date-October 1, 1980. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to join the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts in introduc
ing this important legislation. Along 
with other Members, I have long been 
convinced that sound spending for edu
cation of young people is the wisest in
vestment government can make. This in
vestment includes making funds avail
able to students and their families, to in
sure that qualified individuals have the 
financial means to attend institutions of 
higher education of their choice. I am 
convinced that neither existing pro
grams, nor tuition tax credits, are the 
best or most cost-effective way of meet
ing that objective. 

In August la.st year, both Senator 
KENNEDY and I introduced bills, each of 
which would have created student loan 
banks. At that time, a Germond and Wit
cover column in the Washington Star, 
entitled "There are Some Alternatives 
to 'Free Lunch' Tuition Tax Credit" said 
of the then separate Bellmon and Ken
nedy bills: 

Each plan would require initial federal out
lays but would replace existing, limited fed
eral loan programs, and in a few years, at 
least in concept, would be nearly selfsustain
ing. Each would provide real relief to all tax
payers, middle-class and otherwise, by mak
ing the student responsible for his own 
education. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Germond and Witcover ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD, following 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, having 

let Germond and Witcover blow their 
horns for us, let me point out a few 
things about the bill we are introducing 
today. The Kennedy-Bellmon bill is the 
result of many meetings and hearings 
Senator KENNEDY and I each held be
tween the end of the last Congress and 
the convening of this one. It is the re
sult of many hours of thought and dis
cussions, between our staffs-and with 
many other interested institutions and 
individuals. It is also the product of com
promise. It comes as no surprise, I am 

sure, to any Member of the Senate that 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts and I do not always see eye to 
eye on everything. On the other hand, I 
like to think our different points of view 
have helped to make this a better bill. 

I believe our bill balances the issues of 
equity and capital availability with con
cerns about atiordability. Under this act, 
all qualified individuals will be able to 
borrow the funds they need to attend the 
school of their choice. Repayment terms 
will be tailored to reflect after-college in
come--so that people can afford to repay. 
The expanded Sallie Mae-which under 
this bill becomes a national student loan 
bank-will be able to ascertain from the 
Internal Revenue Service the current ad
dresses and places of employment of bor
rowers; so collections should improve 
substantially as compared to existing 
programs. And, maybe surprising to most 
of us, preliminary estimates indicate that 
this bill will cost less than the programs 
it will replace. 

Mr. President, all of our higher educa
tion programs are scheduled for reau
t..llorization this year. The chairman of 
the Education Subcommittee on Labor 
and Human Resources, Mr. PELL, has as
sured Senator KENNEDY and me that the 
subcommittee will hold hearings in the 
near future on this bill-in conjunction 
with that reauthorization. I look forward 
to working with the subcommittee, with 
the full Labor and Human Resources 
Committee and with all of my col
leagues-and I sincerely hope our efforts 
will see enactment of this important leg
islation in time for students to take ad
vantage of the new program during the 
1980-81 school year. 

As Senators may know, Mr. President, 
the Education Subcommittees, on both 
sides of the Hill, are working actively 
right now-trying to get a bill passed to 
increase the interest subsidies we pay to 
banks, under the existing guaranteed 
student loan program. There are many 
good things to be said about the pro
grams now in place, but we cannot con
tinue much longer to place ourselves
and our young people in the position of 
emergency reaction to head off potential 
shortages of capital to fund loans for 
higher education. It is a sad but true fact 
that when capital dries up, it is inevitable 
that children from low-income families 
are those who are left out. So long as the 
existing programs remain in place, this 
will continue to be a recurring problem. 

The solution to this dilemma, Mr. 
President, is to act-and to act quickly
on this bill. I want to take this opportu
nity to invite all of our colleagues to join 
Senator KENNEDY and me in working to
ward this goal. Also I would like to take 
this opportunity to thank and com
mend Carol Cox for the dedicated and 
creative staff work she has done in 
working out this bill with members of 
the staff of Senator KENNEDY. 

Mr. President, I commend the dis
tinguished Senator from Massachu
setts for the leadership he has given in 
this field. It has been a pleasure to work 
with him in developing this proposed 
legislation, which is a combination of 
bills introduced separately by Senator 
KENNEDY and myself during the last 

session. I believe that, by working to
gether, we have a bill that will gain the 
support of a majority of the Senate. 

ExHmiT 1 
THERE ARE SOME ALTERNATIVES To " FREE 

LUNCH" TUITION TAX CREDIT 

(By Jack W. Germond and Jules Witcover) 
Congress has handed President Carter an 

ideal vehicle with which to demonstrate his 
celebrated new "toughness." The Senate's 
approval of a tuition tax credit, after similar 
action in the House, calls him on his pledge 
to veto a proposal that is popular but de
serves rejection on several counts. 

In a vain attempt to deter the Senate from 
voting for the tax credit, Sen. Edmund Mus
kie dug out the old bromide that "there is 
no such thing as a free lunch." His point 
was that the taxpayers, as always, would pick 
up the tab . But the scheme is indeed a free 
lunch for many middle-to-upper-income 
American families who send their children 
to college. At the same time, it offers meager 
help to lower-income families who really 
need tuition help. And it is a ripoff of the 
childless and the elderly who already have 
sweated to send their klds to school but still 
pay taxes. 

Anyone who is sending a child off to col
lege next month knows that the $250 parents 
would get in the first year of the Senate plan 
and the $500 in late 1980 is hardly the an
swer. Few colleges and universities charge 
less than $3,500 for tui·tion, room and board, 
and in the elite schools such as Harvard it is 
up to $7,500. Eo what the tax credit really 
amounts to is a massage of the middle-class 
taxpayer by a Congress hellbent on proving 
that the echoes of California's Proposition 13 
tax revol.t have been heard along the 
Potomac. 

William Roth, the chief Senate sponsor, 
argues that for every $100 in aid, 2 to 3 per
cent more students are able to enroll . That 
may apply to the lower-tuition colleges, but 
$500 isn't likely to make a difference for a 
s tudent accepted at one of the more costly 
institutions. Not every university is as cheap 
as Roth's University of Delaware, where tui
tion is only $940 a year for in-state students 
and $2,200 for out-of-state students. 

The tuition .tax credit actually flies in the 
face of much conservative gospel. According 
to the Congressional Budget Office, it could 
add $14 billion to the federal deficit by 1983. 
It would increase federal support to parochial 
schools, raising the consti tu tiona! question 
of ~eparation of church and state. And what 
about the good old conservative doctrine of 
self-reliance? 

TUition being such a monster, however, it 
is no longer feasible for many men and 
women to work their way through college 
waiting on tables as they did in the old 
Mickey Rooney movies. So it is clear that 
some way must be found to a~sist those quali
fied students who can't pay the costs them
selves, or don't have parents who can. 

At least two such schemes are before Con
gress, but in the pell-mell rush to soothe the 
middle class. neither is destined to get any
where soon. One is ·the proposal of Sen. Henry 
Bellmon of Oklahoma, a Republican, for a 
public National Student Loan Bank. The 
other is a plan for a TUition Advance Fund 
sponsored by two Massachusetts Democrats, 
Rep. Michael Harrington and Sen. Ted Ken
nedy. Each follows the principle that the 
student be responsible for his own four-year 
tuition, to be paid after graduation when 
he enters the work force . 

Bellmen's plan would permit any stude!lt __ 
to borrow his full tuition, room and board -
costs regardle£s of his own or his parents' 
income. Starting nine months to a year after 
graduation, he would repay the loan at a 
low-interest rate, on the basis of 1 percent 
of his taxable income. 
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The Harrington-Kennedy blll, the brain
child cf Boston University President John 
Silber, would enable any student to borrow 
his tuition plus $1 ,000, up to $5.000 a year. 
He would repay the loan after graduation at 
the rate of 2 percent of gross income until 
he had paid 150 percent cf the loan at an 
interest rate of no more than 3.5 percent. 

Each plan would require initial federal 
outlays but would replace existing, limited 
federal loan programs. and in a few years. 
at lea~'t in concept, would be nearly self
sustaining. Each would provide real relief 
to all taxpayers, middle-class and otherwise. 
by making the student responsible for his 
...,wn education. 

Labor Department statistics have indicated 
that the average college graduate makes 
$232,000 more in his lifetime than a non
graduate, so both the incentive and the 
money are there . If independence and indi
vidual enterprise remain sought-after Amer
ican characteristics, these proposals ought to 
be popular among the same conservative leg
islators now clamoring for the free lunch of 
a tax credLt. A Carter veto could be the first 
step toward serious consideration of such a 
comprehensive and fair loan program-and, 
for Jimmy Carter, tt might be good polltics, 
as well. 

By Mr. SASSER: 
S. 1601. A bill to assure that the De

partment of Energy Organization Act 
collects and compiles sufficient and 
timelv information from oil companies 
with which to monitor a steady supply 
of needed crude oil and derived products; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

S. 1602. A bill to provide for the ap
pointment by the President of a Special 
Investigator of Petroleum Fuels Short
ages; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 
e Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing two bills which respond 
to problems created by the delayed and 
insufficient information on oil produc
tion with which Congress and the public 
have been supplied. If we are to main
tain a consistent policy on energy, we 
must have current and up-to-date facts. 

I have been disturbed to read in recent 
days that the oil companies are reporting 
substantial increases in their earnings. 
Their profits have shot up in the last 
quarter, with gains ranging up to 132 
percent. 

The memory of the gasoline shortage 
during which our Nation was filled with 
angrv motorists fuming in gas lines is 
still fresh in our minds, and I am out
raged to learn of these enormous profits 
while the Nation was suffering. But, it is 
some consolation, Mr. President, to have 
learned immediately of this profit situa
tion. No information was delayed and no 
statistics were withheld. I may not enjoy 
what I read, but at least I was kept in
formed. The oil companies tell us their 
profits quickly, but not their production 
statistics. 

A few weeks ago, we learned from the 
news media that production of crude oil 
in this country had dropped dramatically 
at the same time that Iran cut off its ex
ports to us. Only a steady flow of do
mestically produced oil could have 
warded off a potential shortage. Instead, 
we lost 22.8 million barrels of crude oil. 
That supply could have eased the gaso
line crunch with an estimated 11.5 mil
lion barrels of refined product. 

Yet, the people, whose lives were dis
rupted by the resulting supply shortage, 
were not informed of the drawdown in 
production until months after it oc
curred. Moreover, the Department of 
Energy, which has the duty to predict 
and if possible to avoid such national 
panics, did not learn of the lowered pro
duction until spring. 

Frankly, I am disturbed about such a 
delay in discovering and reporting this 
essential information. I believe the bills 
which I am introducing today will hasten 
the process of revealing the truth about 
our energy situation. I fail to accept fur
ther neglect from the Department of 
Energy in compiling timely statistics. 

The monthly reports now published by 
DOE contain figures which are 3 to 4 
months out of date at best. Many of the 
most recent numbers are based on sources 
outside DOE and are not independently 
audited by the Department. The final re
ports which do emerge contain aggre
gated figures rather than the company
by-company detail which would allow 
monitoring of the production procedure. 

My first bill requires that DOE meet 
its responsibility to inform the public 
about current and future supplies of 
crude oil. Comprehensive studiec:; on each 
company's oil supplies, actual capacity, 
and final output of gasoline, distillates 
and other petroleum products would be 
collected monthly for use by the DOE 
and Congress. This information is neces
sary for consistent Government policy. 

The bill also authorizes DOE to set 
production schedules after consultation 
with each company. These reasonable 
quotas will be based on facts which DOE 
received. If any company fails to pro
duce at least 95 percent of the agreed 
amount, the Secretary of the Department 
may penalize that company by revoking 
entitlement rights or by suspending min
eral leases. These measures are designed 
to encourage domestic production of oil. 

My second bill will create the position 
of Special Coordinator of Investigations 
to look into the causes of the fuel short
ages. The Departments of Energy and 
Justice have endlessly delayed a joint 
study of the crisis. I believe it is impera
tive to speed along this review. to expe
dite future investigations, and to estab
lish an investigator who is directly 
accountable to the people. 

Without this information, we can have 
no control over our energy resources nor 
over our daily lives. We are left at the 
mercy of the oil companies who certainly, 
as we have read, have not suffered much 
in the past few months. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent that 
several articles relating to the recent 
profits of the oil companies and the 
shortages be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection. the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THIS SPRING MOST PROFITABLE FOR On. 

INDUSTRY 

TEXACO EARNS 132 PERCENT MORE DURING 
SECOND QUARTER 

(By Wllltam H. Jones) 
Final second-quarter earnings reports by 

major oil companies yesterday showed that 
the April-June period this year was the most 
profitable for those months in industry 
history. 

With Texaco Inc., the third-largest oil firm, 
posting an increase of 132 percent, and No. 
11 Sun Co. reporting an advance of 57 per
cent, all of the 20 biggest petroleum compa
nies (and 23 of the top 26) had reported 
second-quarter results by last night. 

According to a Washington Post comp1la
tion, second-quarter profits of the 23 re
porting companies totaled $5.47 bUUon-an 
increase of 66 percent over profits of $3.28 
blllion reported for the same months last 
year, when oil prices had been depressed by 
an oversupply of crude on. 

In contrast a Wall Street Journal survey 
of 367 industrial companies that have re
ported on second-quarter results showed an 
average increase of 20.3 percent. Only min
ing and nonferrous metal businesses re
ported a larger percentage gain-91.8 per
cent-than that of the on industry. 

Moreover, Wall Street analysts have tore
cast that petroleum profits wlll continue at 
high levels during the rest of 1979 and for 
next year, even though national recession 
will trim most corporate profits. 

Although levels of spending tor explora
tion and expansion by oil firms are at record 
levels, soaring world crude oil prices have 
brought about sharp increases in the petro
leum firms' revenues. 

Crude prices of the Organization ot Petro
leum Exporting Countries are now 60 per
cent above last December's level, according 
to a Chemical Bank assessment. And nation
wide gasollne retail prices have jumped 40 
percent over the same period. 

A number of oil company executives noted 
this week the difference between a higher 
rate of increase tn OPEC prices and other 
costs than for prices at gasoline pumps. An 
Exxon official said "we deliberately held back 
somewhat in our pricing in the first siX 
months. We exercised some restraint." 

Shell Oil President John Bookout said 
that with costs rising so rapidly, it 1s un
likely that profits from sales of gasoline and 
other products will be up tor the full year. 
"Whlle gasoline and other refined product 
prices increased substantially tor the first 
half ot the year, price increases have been 
offset by higher costs and lower volumes 
... "Bookout asserted. 

Similarly, Exxon Chairman Clifton Garvin 
said costs tor the recent quarter and siX 
months rose "much more than selllng 
prices." Exxon's second-quarter refining and 
marketing earnings were less than a half of 
those in the 1978 period, he added. At the 
same time, Exxon wrote off some of its in
vestment in the search tor on otr New Jersey, 
in the Atlantic Ocean, and that trimmed re
ported profits. 

With Carter administration pressure being 
applied on Congress for passage ot a "wind
fall profits" tax, the oil companies have be
come an obvious target with their glowing 
earnings statements-even if many of the 
companies' gains were the result primarily 
ot foreign operations or a substantial re
covery from a depressed period last year. 

And the controversy ts expected to con
tinue because oil profits will benefit in 
future months from higher domestic crude 
on prices, under phased decontrol. 

"We think the political rhetoric may get 
worse but we don't think tn the final analysts 
anything very serious is going to come out of 
that," said analyst B111 Randol, of Blyth East
man D1llon, of the tax legislation and pro
posals to ban non-energy acquisitions by otl 
firms. 

Texaco Chairman Maurice Granville em
phasized yesterday that his firm's sharp 1979 
profit increase-the greatest among the big
gest firms--partly show that earnings last 
year were "abnormally low." 

Second-quarter profits were $365.4 mlllion 
($1.35 a share) compared with $157.4 m1llion 
(58 cents) in the 1978 period, for a gain of 
132 percent as sales rose 25 percent to $8.5 
b1llion. Granville noted that Texaco had 
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earned $222.7 mill1on (82 cents) in the simi
lar 1977 period. 

For the first six months, Texaco earnings 
were up to 105~ percent from last year to 
$672 million ($2.48 a. share) compared with 
$327 million ($1.21) and sales climbed 22 per
cent to $17 billion. Granville made these 
points: 

Texaco profits had been reduced in 1978 
because of generally weak prices worldwide, 
infia.tiona.ry cost increases and large losses 
from foreign currency translation. 

The firm's rate of return on investment 
was at a.n annual rate of 6.6 percent in the 
first half, on total assets of $21 blilion. Ac
cording to government data, the return on 
assets for all U.S. manufacturing firms last 
year was 7.9 percent. 

Texaco's return on average stockholders' 
equity (stock investment) in the firm of $9.6 
billion was 14 percent; the average return on 
equity !or all manufacturing industries was 
16.5 percent last year, not counting petro
leum, according to regular Citibank. surveys. 

"The company's earnings are not excessive 
in relation to the large and growing amount 
of funds needed for reinvestment in the busi
ness, for capital and exploratory expenditures 
and !or other increasing cash needs," Gran
vUle stated. "In the final analysis," only 
profits can generate such funds, he added. 

Sun Co., of Radnor, Pa.., said yesterday its 
second-quarter profits were $158.5 milllon 
($2.74 a share) compared with $101.2 million 
($1.74) a year ago, a. gain of 57 percent. Sales 
rose from $1.86 billion to $2.5 bllllon. 

Getty Oil Co., of Los Angeles, said second
quarter profits .rose to $139.5 milllon ($1.70 a 
share) from $56 million (67 cents). and 
American Petrotl.na. Inc., o! Dallas, reported 
second quarter earnings of $16.2 mlllion 
($1.52) vs. $6.2 million (58 cents). 

INDUSTRY SAYS EARNINGS NOT OUT OF LINE 

Several major oil companies yesterday fol
lowed the industry trend in announcing 
huge profits for the second quarter of 1979, a. 
time when many drivers were waiting in gas 
lines. 

Mobil, the nation's second largest oil firm. 
said profits had risen 38 percent in the pe
riod. No.6 ranked Standard Oil of California. 
reported a. 61 percent rise; No. 7 ranked At
lantic Richfield announced a. 23 percent in
crease and No. 8 ranked Shell Oil Co. said 
its profits were up 55 percent in the second 
quarter. 

In addition, Exxon, the nation's largest oil 
company which announced a 20 percent in
crease in second quarter profits a.t the start 
of the week, yesterday raised its quarterly 
dividend from 90 cents a. share to $1. 

The companies listed several reasons for 
the big increases, including rising prices of 
gasoline, better results from chemical opera
tions and more profits from overseas opera
tions. 

Among the oil company profits announced 
yesterday: 

Mobil said profits rose to $404 mlllion 
($1.91 a. share) compared with $293 milllon 
($1.38) a year ago. Revenues rose to $10.6 
blllion from $8.8 blllion. 

In the first half, Mobil said, income was 
$841 million ($3.97) compared with $534 mil
lion ($2.52). Sales were $21 btllion compared 
with $17.5 blllion. 

Mobil Cha.lrma.n Rawleigh Warner Jr. sa.ld 
most of the company's gain came from for
eign operations. 

Standard Oil of California. said its world
wide earnings increased primarily also on 
the strength of foreign operations offsetting 
a. decline in earnings from domestic petro
leum activities. 

Net income was $412 mlllion ($2.41) 
against $256 million ($1.51) a. year ago. Sales 
were $7 blllion against $6 b1111on. 

First half profit was $759 million ($4.44) 
on sales of $13.9 b1111on compared with $499 
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million ($2.93) a year ago on sales of $11.7 
billion. 

Atlantic Richfield attributed its ga.ln pri
marily to an increase in production and price 
of oil from Alaska. Strong downstream petro
leum markets and an improved chemical 
business also enhanced earnings. 

The company reported a record $260 mil
lion in earnings (or $2.12). up from $211 
million ($1.73) last year. Sales rose to $3.7 
billion from $3.1 billion a. year ago. 

Earnings for the first six months were 
$503 million ($4.10) on revenues of $7.2 bil
lion, compared with $361 million ($2.97) on 
sales of $6.1 billion last year. 

Shell credited higher oil and natural gas 
prices, as well as more sales of chemical prod
ucts. for its gains. But Shell President John 
Brookout said rising costs would make it un
likely that the company's profits on sales of 
gasoline and other products will be up for the 
year. 

In the second quarter, Shell's profits rose 
from $179 million last year to $277 million in 
this year's second quarter. Earnings per share 
climbed from $1.21 to $2.80, and revenues 
from $2.8 billion to $3.5 billion. 

For the first six months, Shell said profits 
were up 3'> percent to $501 milUon, ($3.27) 
from $372 million ($2.52). First half revenues 
totaled $6.5 billion compared with $5.4 bil
lion last year. 

Conoco Inc. had quarterly earnings of 
$215.8 million ($2.01). up 40 percent !rom 
$153.8 million ($.43) last year. The ninth
ranked oil company reported sales of $3 bil
lio~. compared with $2.5 billion a. year ago. 

Phillips Petroleum, ranked 11th, had 
profits of $214.6 milllon ($1.39). up 44 per
ce :lt from $149 million (97 cents) last year. 
Revenues rose to $2.2 billion !rom $1.7 bil
lion. 

For the first half, Phillips' profits were 
$391.6 mill1on ($2.54) up from $319.8 milllon 
($2.08) last year. Revenues were $4.20 billion 
compared to $3.47 billion. 

Higher prices and greater sales also pushed 
up profits for Union Oil Co. of California. 
Union, the nation's 13th largest oil firm, 
reported quarterly earnings of $128.2 million 
($1.48) up 48 percent from $88.6 million (99 
cents) a year ago. Revenues rose to $1.9 bil
lion from $1.6 blllion. 

Sixth month earnings for 1979 were $242.3 
million compared to $165.9 million last year. 
Per share earnings were up to $2.79 from 
$1.87 last year, and revenues rose to $3.6 bil
lion from $3.1 blllion. 

Cities Service Co., ranked 16th in tib.e in
dustry, reported a. 90 percent jump in second 
quarter profits over the same period last year. 

Quarterly earnings for Cities Service were 
$76.7 million ($2.77) on revenues of $1.44 
billion compared with $40.4 mlllion ($1.45) 
on revenues of $1.15 billion last year. 

First half earnings were $155.2 million 
($5.60) on revenue of'$2.90 blllion compared 
with $95.7 million ($3.45) on revenue of $2.33 
blllion last year.e 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, 
Mr. NELSON, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
JACKSON, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. GOLD
WATER, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. WAR
NER, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. PERCY, 
and Mr. JAVITS) : 

S.J. Res. 99. A joint resolution to pro
vide for the designation of a week as 
"National Lupus Week"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL LUPUS WEEK 

e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, to
day I am introducing a resolution pro
viding for the designation of the week of 
September 16 through 22, 1979 as "Na-

tiona! Lupus Week." This resolution has 
been introduced each of the last three 
years by my good friend a ... 1d colleague 
GLENN M. ANDERSON, the representative 
from California's 32d District, and each 
year I have been happy to facilitate Sen
ate action to agree to action taken in the 
House on his resolution. This year the 
Judiciary Committee policy requires a 
Senate-introduced bill before it will act 
on a bill designating special weeks such 
as "National Lupus Week." Once again, 
I am happy to provide my assistance to 
my colleague in his efforts to focus na
tional attention on the serious nature 
of the disease lupus erythematosus and 
am introducing a bill identical to that 
reported from the House Post Office and 
Civil Zervice Committee. I am delighted 
to have as cosponsors of this resolution 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin <Mr. NELSON). the distinguished Sen
ator from Michigan <Mr. RIEGLE), the 
distinguished Senator from Washington 
<Mr. JACKSON). the distinguished sena
tor from North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK), 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. DECONCINI), the distinguished Sen
ator from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN), the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. TSONGAS), the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLDWATER), 
the distinguished Senator from Connec
ticut <Mr. WEICKER), the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. DANFORTH), 
the distinguished Senator from califor
nia (Mr. HAYAKAWA), the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia <Mr. WARNER), the 
Senator from illinois (Mr. PERCY), and 
the Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS). 

Mr. President, I would like to explain 
briefly the nature of lupus erythematosus 
and the intent of the resolution. 

Lupus erythematosus is a disease of 
the connective tissue of the body includ
ing the skin. It causes are unknown. It 
is essentially a disorder of the body's 
immune system. which is the first line 
of defense against infection and inflam
mation anywhere within the body. Its 
main target is women in the early and 
young adult age bracket-ages 14 to 40. 
There may be as many as 500,000 cases 
in the United States with approximately 
50,000 new cases diagnosed each year. 
The majority of the cases can be effec
tively treated, however, tragically, lupus 
causes 5,000 deaths annually. 

The intent of the resolution is to help 
the American Lupus Society, the volun
teer organization, make the public aware 
of the tragedy of lupus erythematosus. 
The American Lupus Society is a non
profit organization originally founded in 
1973 in California. The purpose of the 
organization is to assist lupus patients 
and their families in their fight against 
the disease, to develop and engage in 
programs aimed toward making the pub
lic aware of lupus, and to raise funds 
for lupus research and patient care. With 
a nationally proclaimed week, the 
chances for success of the voluntary or
ganization's efforts are considerably 
heightened. A national week gives its 
members a focus for their efforts to in
crease public awareness of lupus. 

President Carter has designated aNa
tional Lupus Week in 1977 and in 1978. 
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This resolution calls on him to make 
that designation again in 1979. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. • 

By Mr. SASSER: 
S.J. Res. 100. A joint resolution au

thorizing the President to proclaim 
May 1, 1980, "National Bicycling Day" ; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL BICYCLING DAY 

o Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, today I 
am reintroducing a joint resolution to 
authorize the President to proclaim 
May 1 as National Bicycling Day. I be
lieve the benefits to be derived from bi
cycling are of such importance that this 
simple, human-powered machine de
serves national recognition. 

I introduced a similar resolution last 
February; which would have authorized 
the proclamation of May 1, 1979, as Na
tional Bicycling Day. That resolution, 
however, was not considered by the 
Senate. 

I have brought to the Senate's atten
tion on previous occasions a number of 
facts about bicycling: That there are 
approximately 92 million bikes in use. 
compared to 114 million automobiles; 
that bicycle riding "earns" about 17 
cents a mile in energy savings ; that the 
Senate has made a commitment to bik
ing in its authorization of $20 million 
to be spent on bikeways and bike 
facilities . 

Mr. President, every day one of my dis
tinguished colleagues rises to discuss 
some aspect of the Nation's energy prob
lem-long gas lines, rising prices, our 
dependence on oil imports, the need to 
reconcile our lifestyles with the reality of 
diminishing energy supplies. 

The bicycle represents a viable sup
plement to motor transport, under cer
tain circumstances. Indeed, it is esti
mated that some 131 million gallons of 
gasoline can be saved each year if only 1 
percent of all short trips of less than 5 
miles are made on a bike, rather than in 
an automobile. 

On May 1, 1979, I participated in a 
small tribute to the bicycle held just 
outside the Russell Building, Mr. Presi
dent. The tribute was in honor of Na
tional Bicycling Day, and to kicko1I 
American Bike Month, which has been 
recognized by American bicycle manu
facturers for over 20 years. It is esti
mated that approximately 105 million 
Americans in some small way celebrated 
American Bike Month during May. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
my statement, as well as those of Senator 
JEPSErT, Congressman GLENN ANDERSON, 
and Mr. Randolph Swart be entered in 
the RECORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JIM SASSER, MAY 1, 

1979 
I am delighted to have this opportunity 

to welcome all of you to W'8Sbington today 
for this dramatic exercise in cycllng. I ap
preciate your interest and I appreciate the 
cooperation from the Bicycle Manufacturers 
Association and the Washington Area Bi
cylists Association. 

Bicycling today is growing by leaps and 
bounds--or I should say by wheels and gears. 
There are bicycles toda.y that do everything 
but send up smoke signals at intersections. 

With the energy crisis and the emphasis 
on exercise, bicycling is corning into its own. 
There are now about 92 million bikes in use 
in the United States. This compares with 
114 m.illlon automobiles. 

Bicycles are moving up on the cars 
statistically-and if they keep adding gears
perhaps even on the road. 

Bicycling is popular around Capitol Hill. 
And, if all employees are required to pay for 
parking on the hlll, it wm be even more 
popular. 

We may wind up with the most athletic 
office force in the country before this energy 
crisis is resolved. 

I think it is appropriate that the Congress 
promote bicycling across the cOUllitry. 

Our Nation will be healthier, our air 
cleaner and our gasoline consumption lower. 

In this connection, I have cosponsored 
legislation introduced by Senator Stafford 
o! Vermont to require bike parking and 
locking facilities at every Federal building. 
Such a development encourages people to 
bring their bikes to work. 

Other innovative promotions for bike rid
ing are being conducted here in the Wash
ington area. Bike lockers are now available 
at numerous metrorall statJ.ons so com
muters can "park 'n ride." The Washington 
Area Bicyclist Association is also involved 
in creating effective commuting routes into 
Washington with the help of area bicyclists. 
The "pedal pool", as it is known, is rapidly 
becoming a huge success. 

Congress has also been involved in bicy
~ling . Last year, we recognized the increasing 
role of bicycles as a viable means of trans
portation through the Surface Transporta
tion Assistance Act of 1978. This act author
ized $200 million annually for fiscal years 
1979 through 1982 for grants to be used in 
the construction of bicycle paths and proj
ects which enhance the safety of biking. 
Unfortunately, no funds have yet been ap
propriated. It is my hope that the benefits 
to be derived from an additional Federal 
investment in bikeways will soon be made. 

American Bike Month starts today, and 
I commend the industry !or promoting the 
health, safety, commuting and recreation 
purposes of the bicycle. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROGER JEPSEN, 

MAY 1, 1979 
I'm here today to demonstrate my support 

for National Bicycling Month and to tell you 
of the tremendous interest in bicycling that 
exists in my home State o! Iowa. 

Iowa's bicyclists are among the Nation's 
most devoted. 

Each summer. two columnists for the Des 
Moines Register, Donald Kaul and John 
Karras, organize a one week "Register's An
nual Great Bike Ride Across Iowa", other
wise known as Ragbrai. In the six years of 
its existence, Ragbra.i has attracted thou
sands of riders from across the country. 

This summer, Ragbrai riders will trek 
across 480 miles of scenic Iowa countryside 
in six days. They wlll be fed, bedded and 
cheered on by each small town through 
which they pass. 

To me, Ragbrai's success and the many 
bicycle clubs in Iowa demonstrate the in
creasing national popularity of bicycling. 
The number of bicycles in this country may 
soon outnumber cars. While the bicycle can
not be a total solution to our increasing 
energy problem, expanded bicycle use to
gether with other energy-saving programs 
can help this Nation achieve greater energy 
independence. 

I'd like to recognize all bicycle enthusiasts 
and encourage Americans to bike their way 
to fun and fitness . Ride on! 

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN GLENN ANDER

SON, May 1, 1979 
WASHINGTON' S THmD ANNUAL BIKE WEEK 

The variety of Bicycle related events in 
Washington during the past 4 days shows 
the versatility of the bicycle and suggests the 
many ways in which it can help to enrich 
life in America. The bicycle has important 
contributions to make in saving scarce en
ergy, in helping to improve public health 
through regular exercise, and in cutting pol
lution and congestion on urban streets. 

Last year Congress took the first major 
step by passing the bicycle provisions of the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act to 
turn the bicycle's promise into reality. This 
Spring Congress should take the second big 
step by appropriating the full $20 million 
authorized under that Act for bicycle facil
ities and programs. I have testified in support 
of that full appropriation. 

But Congress can only make the general 
policy. The Executive branch must do its 
share. The Environmental Protection Agency 
has already shown leadership by urging in
clusion of the bicycle in urban transporta
tion planning under the Clean Air Act. The 
Federal Highway Administration needs to 
demonstrate that it has grasped the great 
potential of the bicycle, by moving swiftly 
to develop new design standards that include 
the bicycle as part o! the traffic flow on the 
entire road system, and not merely on sepa
rate bicycle paths and lanes. 

State and local governments also must 
move forward. They need to remove the 
many unnecessary obstacles and hazards in 
our road network that now inhibit daily bi
cycle use by In1111ons of Americans. They 
need to create bett<:lr and more widely avail
able programs to teach bicyclists and motor
ists to share the road safely and amicably. 

The energy situation in which the nation 
finds itself will put increasing pressure on 
everyone, and especially on the Federal Gov
ernment, to develop new solutions to the 
problem of energy conservation. I am proud 
to have been the author of last year's prin
cipal legislation in the bicycle field, namely 
Section 141 of the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act. The new program under Sec
tion 141 can serve as one important way of 
addressing the energy shortage. Short trips of 
five miles or less use up vast amounts of 
gasoline. Each 1 percent of the short-trip 
mileage that can be switched from the auto 
to the bicycle will save 131 million gallons 
of gasoline per year. There is no reason why 
we should not set a target of switching the 
next 1 percent of these short trips in each 
of the next three years, for an annual saving 
in the third year o! nearly 400 million 
gallons. 

But, you the cyclists, wlll have a keep the 
pressure on 1! this is to happen. The League 
of American Wheelmen has helped the Con
gress to legislate !or bicycling by speaking up 
clearly and forcefully for the needs of the 
cyclists, but the league and other groups such 
as the Bicycle Manufacturers Association of 
America, Inc., cannot do this job alone. It is 
up to every individual cyclist to tell his or 
her Congressman or Senators, and the Presi
dent, that the time has come to make the 
bicycle a full partner in American transpor
tation. The next move, my bicycling friends, 
is up to you. Thank you! 

STATEMENT OF RANDY SWART, PRESIDENT, 
WASHINGTON AREA BICYCLIST ASSOCIATION, 

MAY 1, 1979 
Thank you, Senator Sasser, for your en

couraging words. 
Although the primary focus of the Wash

ington Area Bicyclist Association is the im
provement of the cycling environment in 
Washington, D.C., we are inevitably drawn, as 
are all bicyclist activist organizations, to the 
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source of Federal Government involvement in 
our effort--the U.S. Congress. We count on a 
few forward-looking individuals in the con
gress for the support which moves bicycle 
legislation through the maze of committee 
study and eventually onto the fioor !or a 
vote. 

In the present Congress we have identified 
three Bills which are vital to our members' 
needs. The first two relate to the provision 
of adequate bicycle parking fac111ties !or Fed
eral buildings. They areS. 460 (Senator Staf
ford) and H.R. 2118 (Congressman Mineta). 
Those bills are essential to the effort to make 
it possible for more Federal employees to 
reach their jobs each day without wasting 
our precious fossil fuel resources, and to 
enjoy the health benefits which accrue to the 
regular cyclist. 

The second major area of concern to us 
is the appropriation for the bicycle--related 
portions of the Surface Transportation As
sistance Act. The authorization of these pro
gressive programs last year excited bicycle 
groups such as W ABA with the prospect of 
a greatly enhanced Federal response to the 
needs of transportation cyclists throughout 
the country. The program must now be 
funded. however. and we are concerned that 
it may be shoved aside in this year of pres
sure on the Federal budget. The programs to 
be funded represent an investment in an 
improved transportation system for Amer
ican cities, an investment which will repay 
itself many times over in relieving traffic 
congestion, saving irreplaceable petroleum 
resources, and reducing air pollution. We 
must make an effort to provide safer and 
more useful bicycle faclllties for those wh·o 
are willing to give up their cars and pedal 
!or a better city environment. In addition we 
can add an important element of fiexibillty 
to our transportation mix by allowing com
muters and other travelers the option of 
using a bicycle when gasoline is scarce, re
lieving pressure on the dwindling supply. The 
appropriation for the bicycle-related parts of 
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act is 
vital to that effort. 

W ABA thanks the Senators and Congress
men who came on this ride today to empha
size their recognition of the value of the 
bicycle in our transportation system. We 
will look to you in coming months for the 
working support of the legisaltion which will 
evidence your commitment to our cause, and 
will pledge in turn the a.::tive support of the 
bicycle community in your future election 
campaigning to ensure that bicycling voters 
are well-informed of your good work here 
and the fine legislative record you are com
p111ng here on their behalf. You have earned 
the WABA salute-"Ride On!" 

Mr. SASSER. In closing, Mr. Presi
dent, I again want to stress versatility 
and convenience of the bicycle in such 
areas as commuting, shopping, and rec
reation. However, I hope the Senate will 
recognize the importance of this inex
pensive mode by approving this resolu
tion.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 742 

At the request of Mr. PERCY, the Sen
ator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) was 
added as a cosponsor of s. 742, the Nu
clear Waste Management Reorganiza
tion Act of 1979. 

s. 1046 

At the request of Mr. MoYNlliAN, the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. DuR-
KIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 1046, 
a bill to amend the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act <as amended by the Resource Con-

servation and Recovery Act of 1976) to 
establish a program for the identification 
and reclamation of abandoned hazard
ous waste sites, to establish a fund to be 
used for the reclamation of haza.rdous 
waste sites and for the compensation of 
persons injured by hazardous waste, to 
provide a Federal cause of action for 
damages caused by hazardous waste, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1287 

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1287, a bill to repeal the earnings ceiling 
of the Social Security Act for all bene
ficiaries age 65 or older. 

s. 1427 

At the request of Mr. ScHMITT, the 
Senator ·from Indiana <Mr. LUGAR) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1427, the 
United States-Mexico Good Neighbor 
Act of 1979. 

s. 1465 

At the request of Mr. TALMADGE, the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HuDDLE
STON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1465, the Farm Credit Act Amendments 
of 1979. 

s. 1533 

At the request of Mr. TowER, the Sen
ator from Connecticut <Mr. WEICKER) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1533, to 
amend the Investment Company Act to 
provide an exemption for qualified ven
ture capital companies. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 213-0RIG
INAL RESOLUTION REPORTED 
WAIVING CONGRESSIONAL BUDG
ET ACT 

Mr. LONG, from the Committee on 
Finance, reported the following resolu
tion, which was referred to the Commit
tee on the Budget: 

S. REs. 213 
Resolved, (a) That pursuant to section 

402 (c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, section 402(a) of such Act shall not 
apply with respect to the consideration in 
the Senate of the blll S. 566 to authorize a 
targeted fiscal assistance program !or pay
ments to local governments requiring fiscal 
relief, an antirecession fiscal assistance pro
gram, and for other purposes, or with re
spect to the consideration of an amendment 
the substance of which is the same as the 
substance of such S. 566 as reported by the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate; and 

(b) That waiver of such section 402(a) 
13 necessary in order to enable the Senate to 
consider legislation which will establish a 
program of targeted and antirecession fiscal 
assistance; and 

(c) That it was infeasible to complete 
action on this legislation within the usual 
time limits prescribed by such section be
cause the program is so particularly related 
to economic conditions as to make it highly 
desirable to delay action beyond the usual 
deadline in order to obtain as accurate a 
view of present economic trends as possible; 
and further 

(d) That, although the legislation was not 
reported by the date established in such 
section, action on this program was antici
pated and considered in the fiscal 1980 
budget process as evidenced by a specific 
discussion o! the legislation In the state
ment of managers accompanying the con
ference report on the first concurent resolu
tion on the budget for fiscal year 1980. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

HEARINGS 

e Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs will hold hearings on 
S. 930, a bill to amend the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act to pro
hibit free Federal employee parking, on 
Wednesday, August 1, 1979. 

The hearings will begin at 9 a.m. in 
room 3302 Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. There will also be an afternoon 
session beginning at 2:30 p.m.e 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONFERENCE 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that the committee on con
ference, House and Senate, will meet 
Wednesday, August 1, at 2 p.m., in room 
H328 of the Capitol, to consider S. 210, 
the Department of Education Organiza
tion Act of 1979. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITI'EES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 

MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanim:ms consent that the Agri
cultural Production, Marketing and Sta
bilization of Prices Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 
and Forestry be authorized to meet dur
ing the sessions of the Senate today and 
Tuesday, July 31, 1979, to hold hearings 
on agricultural transportation problems. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources be au
thorized to meet during the sessions of 
the Senate this week to continue markup 
of pending calendar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
tmanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the sessions of the Senate this 
week to consider the SALT II Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

AN UNLEARNED LESSON FROM 
SALT I 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I would just 
briefly like to call the attention of my 
colleagues to a recent article, "The SS-19 
Loophole", published in the Washington 
Post. It highlights one of the key weak
nesses of the proposed SALT II treaty 
and the American negotiating position 
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. 

It seems that we have failed to learn 
from our experience with the Soviets 
after the signing of SALT I. Too often we 
relied on unilateral statements regard
ing important aspects of the SALT I. 
Too often we relied on unilateral 
statements regarding important aspects 
of the SALT I accords. And, without ex-
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ception, the Soviets have rejected our 
assertions on the grounds that they were 
never regarded as binding on Soviet ac
tions. We have heard time and again 
tlhat SALT is not the cause of our land
based ICBM vulnerability problem. Yet, 
the failure of SALT I to prevent the So
viets from replacing their light SS-11 
ICBM with the much larger SS-19, has, 
indeed, contributed to the vulnerability 
problem we will face in the near future. 

Now it seems that the United States 
is once again determined to rely on uni
lateral interpretations-this time for the 
SALT II provisions-in the curious hope 
that the Soviets will be more accommo
dating this time around. The Soviets re
fuse to agree on a specific definition of 
the size of the SS-19, yet the SS-19 is 
intended as the limit on the size of the 
one new-type ICBM allowed under the 
terms of SALT II. In negotiating SALT 
II, we have ignored the lessons of SALT 
I, and the U.S. Senate must not legit
imize this error by ratifying SALT II as 
presently proposed. 

Mr. President, I ask that the Washing
ton Post article by Evans and Novak, 
"The SS-19 Loophole," be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
(From the Washington Post, July 17, 1979] 

THE SS19 LOOPHOLE 
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 

A reading of the fine print in the SALT II 
treaty after it went to the Senate has re
vealed, to the horror of supporters of the 
Arms-control pact, an uncanny repetition of 
the worst U.S. blooper in the 1972 SALT I 
treaty. 

The 1972 mistake, not discovered until 
long after ratification, failed to pin down 
specific limits on the size of a replacement 
for the SSll intercontinental ballistic m1s
slle (ICBM). Now, in a new negotiating 
blooper discovered as the Senate ratification 
debate begins, SALT II does not clearly de
fine the size of Moscow's mainstay SS19 
ICBM, whioh it sets as the 11m1t on the size 
of any new missiles. 

That history should be so sadly replayed is 
explicable only by this fact: The Russians 
simply refused to agree on a specific defini
tion of the size of the SS19. This adds new 
evidence that U.S. negotiators, under orders 
from Washington for an agreement at al
most any cost, bowed to the iron will of their 
Soviet counterparts. 

Ironically, the 1979 mistake occurred in an 
effort to correct the effect of the 1972 negoti
ating blunder. By falling to pin down the 
size of the new Soviet ICBMs, SALT I con
tributed to the vulnerability of land-based 
U.S. missiles. Limiting future Russian ICBMs 
to the size of the SS19 is an effort to protect 
the land-based U.S. misslle force. 

But if there was no agreement on the size 
of the SS19, how can Moscow legally be held 
to the terms of the treaty? 

The answer: It cannot, any more than it 
could be forced to comply with the clear 
understanding of lrlmits on "new" missiles 
in the 1972 treaty, negotiated by Henry 
Kissinger. 

Kissinger relied, to his later dismay, on 
what he called the "safeguard" of Soviet 
assurance "that no missiles larger than the 
heaviest light missile that now exists can be 
substituted." In 1972, that was the 8811. But 
after SALT I took effect, the 8811 was re
placed by the 8819, which was almost three 
times as big. 

President Carter's negotiators retraced Kis
singer's slippery footsteps, relying on their 
own understanding of the size of the SS19. 

The Soviets typically refused to agree or dis
agree with the U.S. definition. 

The State Department V'lrtually admits 
that it could not nail down the Soviets. Its 
"detailed analysis" of the treaty, sent to all 
senators, spells out this country's position: 
the United States "considers" the SS19 to 
have a launch-weight (weight in the silo) of 
90,000 kllograms and a throw-weight (weight 
of the warheads) of 3,600 kllograms. These 
are key measurements of size. 

"These figures are based on our estimate 
for the SS19," the senators were told. "The 
Soviet Union did not respond to this state
ment (but] the United States will regard 
these figures as the limits for the one new 
type of . . . ICBM permitted to the United 
States." 

But will the Russians? Realists here doubt 
it, anymore than in 1972. Kissinger learned 
the hard truth slowly, as U.S. monitors in 
Iran began to accumulate data on the true 
size of the new 8819 being tested to replace 
the old 8811. 

Trapped by Soviet duplicity three years 
later, Kissinger found himself lamely ex
plaining away the sudden appearance of the 
big SS19. "We obviously did not know in 1972 
what missiles the Soviet Union would be 
testing in 1974," Kissinger told a State De
partment press conference on Dec. 9, 1975. 

But there was no way to stop SS19 develop
ment. Moscow blithely kept insisting its new 
mlsslle was just a slightly updated model of 
the old SSll. Now, following SALT ll, the 
Russians have a loophole to sustain their own 
version of a "legal" follow-on mlsslle to the 
SS19 by claiming that the U.S. definition of 
the 8819's size is simply wrong, and that 
Moscow never agreed to it. 

This would not come up if the Russians 
played fair and square. But they play to win; 
they take advantage of whatever opportunity 
is granted. 

Discovery of Soviet deception on the SS19 
by the Nixon-Ford administration long after 
SALT I took effect depended on American's 
ally, Iran. But the true size of the 8819 al
most certainly would have eluded U.S. intel
ligence for even longer had it not been for 
U.S. monitoring stations in northern Iran, 
just south of the main Soviet test range. 

Those stations no longer exist, and the 
United States is not close to duplicating 
them. This enhances the strong probability 
that the one new Soviet missile permitted 
under the treaty will not only greatly exceed 
limits set forth by U.S. negotiators but also 
that the Soviets wlll not reveal its full 
launch-weight and throw-weight until it has 
been tested repeatedly-ready to enter the 
Soviet missile force. 

This undermines the SALT-sellers' argu
ment that the treaty, while not accomplish
ing all that much, does no harm. On the 
contrary, this new revelation of non-Yankee 
bargaining suggests that the Soviet Union, 
under SALT II as under SALT I, will loophole 
its way to nuclear supremacy while Americans 
play by the rules.e 

THE UNIVERSITY OF RICHMOND 

e Mr. HARRY F . BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I wish to call to the attention of 
the Senate a remarkable institution on 
the occasion of its 150th anniversary. 

Over that span of time, the Univer
sity of Richmond has provided superior 
education to Virginians. 

The university was founded in 1830 by 
the Virginian Baptist General Associa
tion as a seminary to train candidates 
for the ministry. Over the years the 
University of Richmond has changed 
dramatically. It has grown from a small 
church school of 35 students to the 

largest, privately endowed college or uni
versity in Virginia. This prodigious 
growth has only been interrupted once in 
150 years. 

Daring the War Between the States, 
the university was closed. The university 
buildings served in the early part of the 
war as a Confederate hospital and later 
as barracks for Union soldiers. 

Paralleling the University of Rich
mond's growth in size has been a diver
sification of the school's curriculum. 
Throughout this expansion the univer
sity has never lost sight of its founding 
tenet-to provide a sound, Christian 
education. 

At present the University of Richmond 
operates a fine undergraduate program 
in addition to a comprehensive graduate 
program which includes a graduate 
school, a school of law, and a school of 
business administration. In both pro
grams, undergraduate and graduate, em
phasis is placed upon individual achieve
ment and scholarship. 

The University of Richmond provides 
an important service to the Common
wealth of Virginia and to the United 
States. It is through the dedication to 
education exemplified by the Univeristy 
of Richmond's 150-year history, that the 
State and Nation will continue to benefit 
from trained and effective leadership. 

I am confident that this leadership will 
continue to be available as long as per
sons such as the University of Rich
mond's president, Dr. E. Bruce Heil
man, remains involved in education. 

As a Virginian, I am proud of the Uni
versity of Richmond.• 

STEMMING THE TIDE OF STOLEN 
SECURITIES 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have 
spoken out on the floor of the Senate 
before concerning white-collar crime in 
general, and in particular, crimes involv
ing stolen securities . . 

Between 1971 and 1974, the Perma
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, on 
which I serve as the ranking minority 
member, held hearings concerning the 
connection between organized crime and 
the trafficking in stolen and counterfeit 
securities. At these hearings, expert wit
nesses testified that perhaps more than 
$50 billion worth of bogus securities could 
be found in the Nation's brokerage 
houses, banks, and other financial insti
tutions. 

On June 20 of this year, along with 
Senators THURMOND, BIDEN, RIBICOFF, 
JACKSON, NUNN, JAVITs, and DECONCINI, 
I introduced S. 1380, the Securities Pro
tection Act of 1979. This bill is designed 
to insure the vigorous pursuit, arrest, 
and prosecution of those involved in 
fraudulent securities transactions. 

Since that date, additional attention 
has been focused on this problem. In an 
article appearing in the Wall Street 
Journal on July 10, Burt Schorr de
scribed the system already in effect, 
under the management of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, that moni
tors trade in securities. This SEC report
ing system attempts to keep track of all 
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securities that have been reported as 
lost, missing, or stolen. If, at any time, 
someone attempts to trade a security 
which had previously been reported as 
missing, the SEC can instantly inform 
law enforcement officials. 

As I noted in my original floor remarks, 
this system meshes perfectly with the 
legislation we have proposed. S. 1380 is 
designed to bring the full weight of the 
Federal Government to bear on those 
white-collar criminals who attempt to 
traffic in stolen or counterfeit securities. 
Recent articles have identified securities 
theft and fraud as one of the top three 
white-collar crimes. 

This important legislation is neither 
capricious nor burdensome. It has been 
carefully drafted to complement law en
forcement and regulatory procedures 
that already exist. 

With this SEC system operating so 
effectively, along with increased atten
tion from the FBI, we have won half 
the battle. S. 1380 would help win the 
war. 

Mr. President, at the conclusion of my 
remarks, I request that Mr. Schorr's ar
ticle, entitled "Uncle Sam's Securities 
Recovery Plan Proving Simple, Cheap, 
and Efficient" be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
UNCLE SAM'S SECURITIES RECOVERY PLAN 
PROVING SIMPLE, CHEAP AND EFFICIENT 

(By Burt Schorr) 
NEW YORK.-Date: July 13, 1978. Time: 

10: 10 a .m. Edward Collins, 19 years old, waits 
behind the wheel of the Bradford Securities 
Processing Service Inc. station wagon parked 

· on Maiden Lane in Manhattan's financial 
district. Suddenly, a bearded man in blue 
jeans approaches the 'vehicle. The man, with 
a pistol in his belt, says, "Move over before 
you get hurt." Mr. Collins complies and the 
stranger slides in behind the wheel. 

A moment later, a Bradford messenger that 
Mr. Collins is waiting for emerges from 110 
Maiden Lane with two satchels full of stocks 
and bonds valued at more than $5 million. 
A confederate of the bearded man steps be
hind the messenger and forces him into the 
back seat of the station wagon. Then the 
vehicle is driven to a nearby alley where the 
holdup men grab the satchels and disappe:1r . 

Thefts of stocks and bonds have cost se
curities firms and banks or their insurers 
hundreds of mlllions, 1! not billions, of dol
lars during recent decades. Strong-arm tac
tics like those used in the Bradford heist 
are rare; usually securities find their way 
into the wrong hands through the conniv
ance of financial-district insiders. But this 
case is memorable !or another reason. 

In the months following the Maiden 
Lane robbery, a computer system recently 
established by Uncle Sam to track lost or 
stolen securities helped law-enforcement 
agencies block attempts to put the Brad
ford loot back into circulation at no less 
than eight locations around the country. 

OVER DOZEN ARRESTS 
Although the two holdup men are still at 

large, more than a dozen individuals have 
been arrested so far and more than $3.3 
million of the stolen stocks and bonds re
covered, largely with the computer's help. 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation ex
pects to make sttll more arrests in the case. 
The FBI has also acquired valuable leads on 
how stolen securities move in underworld 
conduits through Las Vegas and other cities. 

Indeed, the securities-recovery program 
ts proving itself an anomaly among made
in-Washington ideas. It's sim.ple, it's cheap
and it works. 

Under Securities and Exchange Commis
sion regulations, the more than 17,000 par
ticipating securities firms and banks must 
advise the computer center in Wellesley, 
Mass., whenever any of the generally traded 
stocks, bonds or other securities in their pos
session are stolen or turn up missing. (The 
certificates are identified by the numbers 
printed on their face.) Every time a sub
scriber takes in more than $10,000 of securi
ties from a customer, foreign bank or other 
source outside the reporting network, it must 
inquire of Wellesley whether the securities 
are listed as lost or stolen. 

In its first 17 months of operation, through 
May 31 this year, the computer tallied 623 
"hits," with a subscriber's inquiry matching 
another subscriber's lost-or-stolen report, 
says Securities Information Center Inc., the 
!tel Corp. subsidiary that runs the system !or 
the SEC. The information prevented crooks 
from passing off more than $15 mill1on of 
securities, and many of those have been re
covered. As SEC o1ficials see it, the record 
thus far is ample justification for the $1 mil
lion in annual fees that subscribers are pay
ing the center for the service. 

POLICE ENTHUSIASTIC 
The police are enthusiastic, too. "Now a 

Wall Street house finds out right away when 
it's got a problem and can give us a quick 
call," says Vincent Hogan, head of the New 
York Police Department's bond and property 
recovery squad. Before the tracking program 
began, securities thefts usually wouldn't be 
reported "until after someone lost a lot of 
money,'' Lieutenant Hogan adds. 

Eugene Howard, director of security for 
Bradford National Corp., the parent of Brad
ford Securities Processing, sees the Wellesley 
computer center as discouraging securities 
thefts by insiders. "Once you take away the 
market on the outside, you take away the mo
tive to steal," he believes. 

Uncle Sam's computer eye has its blind 
spots, however, and security men for Wall 
Street brokerage firms fear organized crime 
already is on to them. For example, the 
Wellesley data bank retains subscriber in
quiries for only 21 days. If a loss or theft 
isn't discovered during that time, inquiries 
that could provide leads to crooks passing 
stolen securities would be erased before the 
theft report actually came ln. 

Gregory Yadley, the SEC attorney who 
oversees the checkup on lost or stolen securi
ties, acknowledges that longer retention of 
subscriber inquiries would be helpful in 
tracking down thieves. But he says that the 
idea. has been turned down for now as too 
costly.e 

SURFACE MINING CONTROL AND 
RECLAMATION ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1979 

e Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources reported the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act Amend
ments of 1979, S. 1403, on Friday, July 27. 

Over my objections and those of sev
eral other Senators, the committee 
adopted a substitute text offered by Sen
ators HATFIELD and FoRD. Whereas the 
text of the bill which I introduced would 
have extended the deadlines in the act 
by 7 months as requested by the admin
istration and recommended by the Na
tional Governors' Association, the sub
stitute text would delay the timetable 
in the act by an additional 5 months 
and make other changes in the law. 
These changes are highly controversial. 
So controversial in fact that the Secre
tary of the Interior has written to me 
indicating that he will recommend a 

veto of the legislation if it reaches the 
President's desk in its present form. 

I want Senators to be aware of the 
Secretary's letter because I think that 
his strong feeling on this issue makes a 
convincing argument by itself against 
adopting· the substitute text. 

I ask that the Secretary's letter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The letter follows : 
U .8. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Nat

ural Resources, U.S. Senate, Washing· 
ton. D .C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAmMAN: I am extremely dis· 
t~.ppointed by the action of the Committee 
in passing the Hatfield-Ford substitute to 
s. 1403. 

This substitute language would do such 
harm to the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 and to the Admin· 
istration's effort to assure that coal be minecl 
in a safe, environmentally acceptable man· 
ner that, if the bill is ultimately sent to the 
President in its present form, I will recom
mend that it be vetoed. 

As you know, the Administration sup
ports a simple amendment to the Act which 
would give back to the States the seven 
months that were lost due to the late appro
priation to the 01fice of Surface Mining Rec
lamation and Enforcement (OSM) and the 
consequent seven-month delay in promulga. 
tion of the permanent regulations. This 
would push back the date for submission and 
approval of State programs by seven months, 
providing time for more orderly preparation 
and review of these programs. We believe 
ours was a very logical and fair proposal and 
I deeply appreciate your personal support 
of it. 

The substitution to your b111 passed by 
the Committee has, at a minimum, the fol
lowing adverse effects on the Act and pro
gram: 

1. Twelve-month extension of State pro
gram approval deadlines.-The substitute 
language not only extends the time period 
for filing State programs by 12 months, but 
leaves intact the option of an additional six
month extension, should a State indicate 
that legislative action is necessary-a total 
extension of 18 months (not 12 months, as 
some reports on the substitute language 
have indicated). 

It extends the period of dual Federal/ State 
enforcement. Although desirable during the 
initial program to accomplish some national 
uniformity and allow for a period of transi
tion, this extension prolongs the opportunity 
for Federal/ State conflict. Such conflict, 
when it occurs, gives operators mixed signals 
and different interpretations of the law at 
the same time they are expected to expand 
coal output to meet our Nation's energy 
policy and needs. 

It delays implementation of the full public 
safety and environmental protection stand
ards thereby continuing the damaging ef
fects of mining which the Act is intended to 
prevent. 

It delays the time when the State aban
doned mine land programs may be approved, 
thereby delaying the correction of hazards 
and detrimental effects of bllghted, polluting 
and dangerous abandoned mine sites. 

2. Removal of the requiremelllt that the 
States' regulations be consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior's regulations.-

This change removes my ab111ty to compare 
a Stwte program submittal against a standard 
(OSM's regulations ) that sets forth accepta
ble interpretations of the minimum require
ments the Act mandated. Wi,thout this 
standard, which was developed after con
siderable consultation with all interested 
parties, public hearings and thousands of 
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pages of comments, my decisions on program 
approvals may well appear arbitrary and 
capricious, thus increasing the likelihood of 
litigation. If implementation of a State pro
gram is enjoined as part of that litigation, 
the Act requires me, after twelve moDJths, to 
place a Federal program in that State. This 
1s clearly a result none of us wants. 

Court challenges of some State programs 
are probable, in any event, but the effect of 
the amendment is to multiply these chal
lenges. Current litigation on OSM's regula
tions will resolve a number of issues subject 
to challenge; whereas, without these regula
tions, the issues will arise in the context of 
each separate State program, resulting in a 
proliferation of conflicting judicial interpre
t ations on any number of the Act's critical 
elements. 

The Act requi'"es the concurrence of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Mining Safety and Health 
Administration, and the Department of Agri
culture, as well as coordination under other 
Acts (Fish and Wildlife Service, Heritage 
Con.Servation and Recreation Service, and Ad
visory Council on Historic Preservation) . 
OSM's regulations have achieved these con
currences and coordinations. Since State 
programs would have to meet the require
ments of these agencies, extraordinary delays 
would be encountered under the substitute 
language, unless the State submission was 
consistent with OSM's regulations, as the Act 
presently requires. 

With the provision in OSM's regulations 
for flexibility in State programs allowed by 
the "State Window," the frequent allowance 
of State discretion in the choice of alterna
tive design criteria, the broad authority to 
institut e experimental departures from 
the environmental protection performance 
standards, and my abilit y to approve a State 
program conditionally, it is my considered 
judgment that the amendment is unneces
sary, since sufficient flexibility already exists. 

3. Delay of implementation of a Federal 
Lands Program in a State until implementa
tion of a St ate program in that State. 

This amendment makes a substantive 
change behind an innocent appearing coin
ciding of dates. In tact, the change could 
well result in the elimination of the interim 
performance standards on Federal lands, a 
retreat from the environmental protection 
presently occurring as a result of OSM's in
terim regulations. This could cccur from the 
deletion of the words "and implement" from 
the first sentence of Section 523 (a) of the 
Act, which language I have relied upon to 
put into place the interim program on Fed
eral lands. 

Tying the Federal Lands Program imple
mentation scheme to the implementation 
scheme devised by Congress for St ate pro
grams not only delays the effective date of 
the former program eight months beyond 
the date of State program approval (Section 
506 (a) of the Act) , but also elimins.tes one 
of the incentives for States to assume pri
macy and enter into ccoperative agreements 
at an early date-i.e., to reduce the Federal 
presence in a State and shorten the period 
of dual enforcement under the interim 
program. 

The amendment undercuts the basis and 
assumption used in my approval of a new 
Federal Coal Management program and new 
competitive leasing schedules for Federal 
coal lands. That program is predicated on 
strong regulation of the impact of future coal 
mining. 

Putting off my authority to apply the tests 
required by Section 510 on Federal lands may 
be interpreted by courts in a manner which 
would constrain or preclude my abiUty to 
disapprove a mine plan where the area could 
not be reclaimed, in areas where Congress 
precluded mining on alluvial vallev floors , 
on prtme farmlands and where material dam
age to the hydrologic balance is a possibility . 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the enact
ment of S. 1403, as amended, would so seri
ously jeopardize my ability to carry out the 
mandates and the requirements of the Sur
face Mining Control and Reclamation Act 
that I will be forced to recommend its veto . 

Sincerely, 
CECIL D. ANDRUS, 

Secretary .• 

IMPACT ON NATO OF AMERICAN 
FOREIGN AND NATIONAL SECU
RITY POLICIES 

• Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, last 
Thursday the Senate Armed Services 
Committee received testimony on the 
proposed SALT II Treaty from Gen. 
Alexander Haig, the distinguished for
mer Supreme Allied Commander to 
Europe. Al Haig presented powerful 
testimony on the weakness and confu
sion which exists in American strategic 
thinking and national leadership. He 
painted a distressing picture of the im
pact on our NATO allies of this drifting 
in American foreign and national secu
rity policy. 

Last Friday, in the Washington Post, 
I noted that his concerns are being 
echoed, openly now, in Europe. 

Alois Mertes, a leading member of the 
German Parliament and one of the most 
significant foreign policy experts of the 
Christian Democratic Party, said yester
day in Bonn that the Carter adminis
tration's inability to bring cohesion to 
its international leadership was "en
dangering the life" of the North Atlantic 
Alliance. 

I know that European leaders do not 
like to be critical of American leader
ship with respect to our great alliance 
of democracies, but recent events such 
as the mishandling of the enhanced 
radiation warhead decision have been 
painful to our NATO allies. And now, in 
the SALT debate. they see evidence of 
those very developments they have most 
feared. 

The weakening of the American stra
tegic nuclear umbrella and its linkage 
to deterrence in Europe. 

The use of theater weapons systems 
such as ground- and sea-launched 
cruise missiles to shore up a weak bar
gaining position at SALT. 

The exclusion of intercontinental sys
tems such as the Backfire bomber based 
upon assurances that they will be aimed 
only at our allies. 

The unwillingness of the present 
American administration to live up to 
its commitment to increase defense 
spending by a real 3 percent. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out to 
my colleague Michael Getler's article 
"West German Says Carter Moves 
Threaten NATO" and ask that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 

[From the Washington Post. July 27, 1979] 
WEST GERMAN SAYS CARTER'S MOVES 

THREATEN NATO 

(By Michael Getler) 
BoNN.-A leading figure in West Germany's 

main opposition party said today that Presi
dent Carter's policies and the personnel up
heaval in his administration are alarmina 
West Europeans. cutting to the core of Euro~ 

pean security and "endangering the life" of 
the North Atlantic alliance. 

"'The belief in the American security guar
antee for Europe does not only stand on 
power," said Christian Democrat member of 
parliament Alois Mertes, a party specialist 
on foreign and security policy. "It stands 
especially on the trust of Europeans in the 
political leadership, capability and calcula
bility of the American president. The con
stant insecurities and uncertainties, are for 
that reason, endangering the life of NATo,·· 
he said. 

Mertes, a frequent visitor to the United 
States, is well known among U.S. congress
men and has a reputation as a supporter of 
strong U.S.-West German ties. He said these 
::oncerns must be openly discussed and that 
he spoke as an act "of well-understood loy
alty which was the opposite of anti-Ameri
canism." 

Mertes ' views appeared in an interview on 
the front page of the respected Frankfurter 
Mlgemeine newspaper today and Mertes' of
fice confirmed the accuracy of the report . 

Jt was the first major public criticism of 
recent events in Washington by a leading 
West German politician. The Christian Dem
ocrats, although in opposition, are the largest 
single party in West Germany and form the 
nucleus of the conservative bloc. 

In the current situation, Mertes said, one 
was forced to sound the alarm because "So
viet policy is coming to be more effective to
ward the European ames of America-be
cause it was more disciplined, competent and 
calculable-than the one coming from Wash
ington." 

Mertes portrayed Soviet strategy toward 
Western Europe as sklllful, switching from 
t he tactic of confrontation to one of influ
ence, which had as its long-term goal the 
estrangement of Europe from America. 

Soviet policy, he said, "speculates on a 
slow worsening of the German trust in the 
dependability of the geographically distant 
and, for the first time, mllitarily vulnerable 
America and at the same time a discreet in
timidation of the Europeans by enormous 
military superiority of neighboring Russian 
forces." 

Mertes said he doubted that Carter and 
his White House chief of staff, Hamilton Jor
dan, recognized sufficiently what he called 
"this Russian masterpiece." 

Mertes said he did not see any acceptable 
alternative for West German politics other 
than the alliance with Washington. Change 
could only come about if Moscow completely 
overturned its policy toward the entire Ger
man nation, meaning East and West, and 
under present conditions yielding to Mos
cow "would be suicidal" for West Germany. 

In West Germany today, he said, trust in 
the United States "is stlll alive, but I know 
!<om many talks with people from all social 
levels that it is greatly endangered." Trust, 
he said, cannot be decided or come about 
by praying. It rather has to grow from inner 
conviction and must root in cred1b111ty. 

In view of what he called the obvious 
weakness of American leadership, Mertes sa!d 
it was necessary for both Chancellor Helmut 
Schmidt and opposition leaders to balance 
more closely their foreign policy views. 
Schmidt, and opposition challenger Franz 
Josef Strauss, have one thing in common, 
Mertes said: a "great concern about 
America." 

Mertes' comments came one day after 
Chancellor Schmidt returned from a private 
vacation in the United States that, never
theless, turned out to be pollt1cally interest
ing. Schmidt was invited to California to 
visit his long-time friend George Schultz, 
who was Treasury Secretary under president 
Nixon at the time Schmidt was finance min
ister in Bonn. 

The trip was arranged before the Carter 
Cabinet upheaval. 

While in California, Schmidt was Shultz• 
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guest at an elite club of industrialists and 
diplomats and had discussions with former 
secretary of state Henry Kissinger and 
former NATO commander Gen. Alexander 
Haig. 

In 1976, Schmidt let it be known that he 
favored President Ford over the challenger, 
Jimmy Carter, primarily on the ground that 
Ford was a known quantity in Bonn. 

West German officials are playing down 
Schmidt's meetings in California. They tend 
to emphasize that the chancellor also met 
with Carter's nominee to head the Treasury, 
William Miller, and had an a.trport meeting 
in Washington with National Security 
Affairs Adviser Zbignlew Brzezinski and a 
telephone conversation from the airport with 
President Carter. 

No substantive details of Schmidt's Cali
fornia discussions have been revealed.e 

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS 

• Mr. SCHMIT!'. Mr. President, it is 
an honor for me to take ·this opportunity 
to congratulate Herbert G. Koogle, P.E., 
who was recently elected as vice presi
dent of the southwestern region and se
lected as the chairman of ·the prestigious 
Legislative and Government Affairs 
Committee of the National Society of 
Professional Engineers, a nationwide 
organization which represents nearly 
80,000 individual members working in all 
engineering fields. 

Herb has a remarkable history of serv
ice to his profession, having served on 
a national level as chairman of the Pro
fessional Engineers in Private Practice 
Division of NSPE and president of the 
New Mexico Society of Professional En
gineers. He was also president of the 
Albuquerque chapter. 

A registered professional engineer and 
land surveyor in New Mexico, Herb is 
president and chairman of the Board 
of Koogle and Pouls Engineering, Inc., 
located in Albuquerque. 

It is with great pleasure and great 
pride for the State of New Mexico that 
Herb has been selected for these posi
tions within NSPE. I would like to ex
tend my best wishes and luck.e 

ORDER FOR RECESS TODAY UNTIL 
10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that, when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until the hour of 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE 
REPORT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Finance have until midnight 
to file a report on S. 566, the counter
cyclical revenue-sharing bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NURSE TRAINING AMENDMENTS OF 
1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask that the Chair lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Represent
atives on S. 230. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEVENSON) laid before the Senate the 
following message from the House of 
Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill !rom the Senate 
(S. 230) entitled "An Act to amend title 
VITI of the Public Health Service Act to ex
tend through fiscal year 1980 the program of 
assistance for nurse training, and for other 
purposes", do pass with the following amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, and 
insert: 

TITLE I-NURSE TRAINING 
SEc. 101. (a) This title may be cited as the 

"Nurse Training Amendments of 1970". 
(b) Whenever in this Act (other than sec

tions 205 and 314) an amendment or repeal is 
expressed in terms of an amendment to, or 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to 
a section or other provision of the Public 
Health Service Act. 

SEc. 102. Section 801 (relating to author
izations for construction grants) (42 U.S.C. 
296) is amended by striking out "and" after 
"1977," and by inserting after "for fiscal year 
1978" the following: ", and $2,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980". 

SEc. 103. (a) Subsections (a) and (b) of 
section 805 (relating to loan guarantees and 
interest subsidies) ( 42 U.S.C. 296d) are each 
amended by striking out "1978" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1980". 

(b) Subsection (e) of such section is 
amended by inserting after "in fiscal year 
1978" the following: "and in each of the next 
two fiscal years". 

SEC. 104. Subsection (f) (1) of section 810 
(relating to capitation grants) (42 u.s.c. 
296e) is amended by inserting after "fiscal 
year 1978" the following: "and $24,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980". 

SEc. 105. The first sentence of subsection 
(d) of section 820 (relating to special project 
grants and contracts) is amended by striking 
out "and" after "1977," and by inserting be
fore the period the following: ",and $17,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1980". 

SEc. 106. Subsection (b) of section 821 (re
lating to advanced nurse training programs) 
(42 U.S.C. 2961) is amended by striking out 
"and" after "1977," and by inserting after 
"for fiscal year 1978" the following: ", and 
$13,500,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980". 

SEc. 107. Subsection (e) of section 822 (re
lating to nurse practitioner programs) (42 
U.S.C. 296m) is amended by striking out 
"and" after "1977," and by inserting before 
the period the following: ", and $15,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1980". 

SEc. 108. Subsection (b) of section 830 
(relating to traineeships) (42 U.S.C. 297) is 
amended by striking out "and" after "1977," 
and by inserting before the period ", and 
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980". 

SEC. 109. (a) Subsection (b) (4) of section 
835 (relating to loan agreements) (42 U.S.C. 
297a) is amended by striking out "1978" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "1980". 

(b) Section 837 (relating to authorizations 
for student loan funds) (42 U.S.C. 297c) is 
amended (1) by striking out "and" after 
"1977," in the first sentence and (2) by in
serting before the period in the first ~en
tence ", and $13,500,000 for the fiscal vear 
ending September 30, 1980", (3) by st-rik
ing out "fiscal year 1979" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1981", and (4) by striking out 
"October 1, 1978" and inserting in lieu there
of "October 1, 1980". 

(c) (1) Subsection (a) of section 839 (re-

lating to distribution of assets) (42 U.S.C. 
297e) is amended by striking out "Septem
ber 30, 1980, and not later than Septem
ber 30, 1977" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"September 30, 1981, and not later than 
December 30, 1983". 

(2) Paragraph (1) of such subsection is 
amended by striking out "1980" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "1983". 

(3) Subsection (b) of such section is 
amended by striking out "1980" each place it 
occurs and inserting in lieu thereof "1983". 

SEc. 110. (a) Subsection (b) of section 
845 (relating to scholarship grants) (42 
U.S.C. 297j) is amended (1) by striking out 
··next two fiscal years" in the first sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "next four fis
cal years", (2) by striking cut "1979" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "1981", and (3) by 
striking out "1978" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1980". 

(b) Subsection (c) (1) of such section is 
amended ( 1) by striking out "next two 
fis::.al years" in subparagraph (A) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "next four fiscal years", 
(2) by striking out "1978" in subparagraph 
(B) and inserting in lieu thereof "1980", and 
(3) by striking out "1979" in such subpara
graph and inserting in lieu thereof "1981". 

(c) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) do not authorize appropria
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30. 
1979, for scholarships under section 845 of 
the Public Health Service Act in addition 
to the amount available for such scholar
ships under section 101 (a) CJif Public Law 
95-482. 

SEC. 111. Subpart I of part B of title VIII 
(relating to traineeships) is amended by 
adding after section 830 (42 U.S.C. 297) the 
following new section: 

"TRAXNEESHIP FOR TRAINING OF NURSE 
ANESTHETISTS 

"SEc. 831. (a) (1) The Secretary may make 
grants to public or private nonprofit insti
tutions to cover the costs of traineeships 
for the training, in programs which meet 
such requirements as the Secretary shall by 
regulation prescribe and which are accredit
ed by an entity or entities designated by the 
Commissioner of Education, of licensed, reg
istered nurses to be nurse anesthetists. 

(2) Payments to institutions under· this 
subsection may be made in advance or by 
way of reimbursement, and at such intervals 
and on such conditions, as the Secretary finds 
necessary. Such payments may be used only 
for traineeships and shall be limited to such 
amounts as the Secretary finds necessary to 
cover the costs of tuition and fees, and a sti
pend and allowances (including travel and 
subsistence expenses) for the trainees. 

"(b) For the purpose of making grants 
under subsection (a), there are authorized 
to be appropriated $2,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1980.". 

SEC. 112. Section 836(b) (3) (relating to 
student loans) (42 U.S.C. 297(b) (3)) is 
amended ( 1) by inserting after " ( 3) " the fol
lowing: "in the case of a student who re
ceived such a loan before the date of enact
ment of the Nurse Training Amendments of 
1979,", and (2) by striking out "any such 
loan" and inserting in lieu theteof "any such 
loan made before such de.te". 

SEc. 113. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare (hereinafter in this sec
tion referred to as the "Secretary") shall 
arrange, in accordance with subsection (b), 
for the conduct of a study to determine the 
need to continue a specific program of Fed
eral financial support for nursing education, 
taking into account--

(1) the need for nurses under the present 
health care delivery system and under that 
system as it may be changed by the enact
ment of legislation for national health in
surance, 

(2) the cost of nursing education, and 
(3) the ava1lab111ty of other sources of 

support !or nursing education, including 
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support under general programs of Federal 
financial support for postsecondary educa
tion, under State and other public programs, 
and from private sources. 

(b) ( 1) The Secretary shall first request 
the National Academy of Sciences (herein
after in this section referred to as the "Acad
emy"), acting through the Institute of Med
icine, to conduct the study, required by sub
section (a), under an arrangement whereby 
the actual expenses incurred by the Acad
emy directly related to the conduct ot such 
study wlll be paid by the secretary. If the 
Academy agrees to such request, the Secre
tary shall enter into such an agreement with 
the Academy. 

( 2) If the Academy declines the secre
tary's request to conduct such study under 
such an arrangement, then the Secretary 
shall enter into a similar arrangement with 
another appropriate public or nonprofit pri
vate entity to conduct such study. 

(3) Upon completion of the study, the en
tity conducting the study shall report the 
results of it to the Secretary and shall in
clude in such report any recommendations 
for legislation which the entity determines 
are appropriate. 

( 4) Any arrangement entered into under 
paragraph (1) or (2) of this subsection for 
the conduct of of a study shall require that 
such study be completed and reports thereon 
be submitted within such period as the 
Secretary may require to meet the require
ments of subsection (c). 

( 5) The Secretary shall undertake such 
preliminary activities as may be necessary 
to enable the Secretary to enter into an ar
rangement for the conduct of the study at 
the earliest date authorized by subsection 
(d). 

(c) Not later than six months after the 
date the arrangement for the conduct of the 
study is entered into under subsection (b), 
the Secretary and the entity conducting the 
study shall each report to the Committee on 
Human Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce of the House of Representatives their 
respective preliminary recommendations re
specting the need to continue a specific pro
gram of Federal financial support for nursing 
education and, if there is a need, the form 
in which the support should be provided. Not 
later than two years after such date, the 
Secretary shall report to such Committee 
recommendations respecting such need and 
form of support and the basis for such 
recommendations and shall include in that 
report the report submitted to the Secretary 
pursuant to subsection (b) (3). 

(d) The authority of the Secretary to enter 
into any contract for the conduct of the 
study under this section shall be effective (1) 
only on and after October 1, 1979, and (2) 
for any fiscal year only to such extent or in 
such amounts as are provided in advance in 
appropriation Acts. 
TITLE II-OTHER HEALTH PROFESSIONS 

PROGRAMS 
SEc. 201. Section 729(a) (relating to limits 

on Federal loan insurance and insured 
loans) (42 U.S.C. 294b(a)) is amended-

( 1) by inserting before the period in the 
first sentence a comma and the following: 
"except that in the case of loans to students 
in schools of medicine, osteopathy, and den
tistry, the Secretary may increase the total 
of such loans which may be covered by Fed
eral loan insW'ance to $15,000 if he deter
mines that the costs of education at such 
schools requires such increase"; and 

(2) by inserting before the period in the 
second sentence a comma and the following: 
"except that the Secretary may increase 
such amount for borrowers who are or were 
students in schools of medicine, osteopathy, 
and dentistry to $60,000 if he determines 
that the costs of education at such schools 
requires such increase". 

SEc. 202. (a) Section 752(b) (5) (A) (relat
ing to service requirements for National 
Health Service Corps scholarships) (42 
U.S.C. 294u(b) (5) (A)) is amended by strik
ing out" (not to exceed three years)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "(not to exceed three 
years or such greater period as the Secretary, 
consistent with the needs of the Corps, may 
authorize)". 

(b) (1) Such section 752(b) (5) (A) is fur
ther amended by adding after the first sen
tence the following: "With respect to an in
dividual receiving a degree from a school of 
veterinary medicine, optometry, podiatry, or 
pharmacy, the date referred to in paragraphs 
(1) through (4) shall be the date upon which 
the individual completes the training re
quired for such degree, except thaJt the Sec
retary shall, at the request of such individ
ual, defer such date until the end of such pe
riod of time, as determined by the Secretary 
by regulation but not less than one year, 
as is required for the individual to complete 
an internship, residency, or other advanced 
clinical training.". 

(2) The last sentence of such section is 
amended by striking out "such". 

(3) Section 752(b) (5) (B) is amended by 
striking out "other than a school of medi
cine, osteopathy, or dentistry" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "other than a school referred 
to in subparagraph (A)". 

SEc 203. Subsection (b) of section 756 (42 
U.S.C. 294y) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Of the sums appropriated under para
graph ( 1) , not less than 9 percent shall be 
obligated for scholarships for dental stu
dents.". 

SEc. 204. Section 781(c) (relating to re
quirements for participation of schools in 
area health education center programs) (42 
U.S. 295g-l(c)) is amended by adding after 
and below parS~graph (4) the following: 
"The requirement of paragraph (3) shall 
not apply to a medical or osteopathic school 
participating in an area health education 
center program if another such school par
ticipating in the same program meets the 
requirement of that paragraph.". 

SEC. 205. section 802(a) of the Health 
Professions Educational Assistance Act of 
1976 (relating to transitional provisions on 
area health education centers) is amended-

( 1) by striking out "for the next fiscal 
year" and inserting in lieu thereof "for the 
next three fiscal years"; 

(2) by striking out "no payment shall be 
made to an entity under such a contract" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "n·o payment 
under such a contract shall be made to an 
entity whioh had not first entered into such 
a contract before Ocrtober 12, 1976, (1) "; and 

(3) by inserting before the period at the 
end thereof the following: ", or (2) for any 
fiscal year beginning after September 30, 
1979". 

SEC. 206. Paragraph (4) of section 788(b) 
(42 U.S.C. 295g-8(b) (4)) is repealed. 

SEc. 207. Subparagraph (B) of section 788 
(e) (2) is amended by striking out "$5,000,-
000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$10,000,-
000". 

SEc. 208. (a) Section 748(b) (3) (B) (42 
U.S.C. 294e(b) (3) (B)) is amended (1) by 
striking out "or" at the end of clause (iv), 
(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
clause (v) and inserting in lieu thereof ", 
or", and (3) by adding after clause (v) the 
following: 

"(vi) maternal and child health.". 
(b) Section 792(a) (42 U.S.C. 295h-1 (a)) 

is amended ( 1) by striking out "or" at the 
end of paragraph (3), (2) by striking out the 
period at the end of paragra-ph ( 4) and in
serting in lieu thereof", or", and (3) by add
ing after paragraph (4) the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) maternal and chlld health.". 
SEC. 209. Section 77l(d)'(5) (42 U.S.C. 295f-

l(d) (5)) is amended by striking out "may 
waive (in whole or in part) application to a 
school of dentistry of the requirement of any 
paragraph of this subsection if the Secretary" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "may-

.. (A) in the case of a school of dentistry 
which increased its enrollment of full-time 
first-year students in accordance with para
graph (3), waive (in whole or in part and 
under such conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe) application of the requirement of 
subsection (a) (1) that it maintain its in
creased enrollment of such students, and 

" (B) in the case of any other school of 
dentistry, waive (in whole or in part) ap
plication of the requirement of any para
graph of this subseotion, 
if the Secretary determines". 

SEc. 210. Section 401 of the Health Pro
grams Extension Act of 1973 ( 42 U.S.C. 300a-
7) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

"(e) No entity which receives, after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph, any 
grant, contract. loan, loan guarantee, or 
interest subsidy under the Public Health 
Service Act, the Community Mental Health 
Centers Act, or the Developmental Disabil
ities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act may 
deny admission or otherwise discriminate 
against any applicant (including applicants 
for internships or residences) for training 
or study because of the applicant's reluc
tance, or willingness, to counsel, suggest, 
recommend, assist, or in any way participate 
in the performance of abortions or sterillza
tlons contrary to his religious beliefs or moral 
convictions.". 

TITLE III-PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
ADMINISTRATION 

SEc. 301. This title may be cited as the 
"Public Health Service Administrative 
Amendments of 1979". 

SEc. 302. (a) Section 203 (42 U.S.C. 204) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new sentence: "Warrant officers 
may be appointed to the Service for the pur
pose of providing support to the health and 
delivery systems maintained by the Service 
and any warrant officer appointed to the 
Service shall be considered for purposes of 
this Act and title 37, United States Code, to 
be a commissioned officer within the commis
sioned corps of the Service.". 

(b) Section 205(b) (42 U.S.C. 206(b)) is 
amended by striking out "six" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "eight" and by inserting after 
"the Chief Dental Officer of the Service," the 
following: "the Chief Nurse Officer of the 
service, the Chief Pharmacist Officer of the 
service,". 

SEc. 303. Section 205(c) (42 U.S.C. 206(c)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) (1) The Surgeon General, with the 
approval of the Secretary, is authorized to 
create special temporary positions in the 
grade of Assistant Surgeons General when 
necessary for the proper staffing of the Serv
ice. The Surgeon General may assign officers 
of either the Regular Corps or the Reserve 
Corps to any such temporary position, and 
while so serving they shall each have the 
title of Assistant Surgeon General. 

"(2) Except as provided in this paragraph, 
the number of special temporary positions 
created by the Surgeon General under para
graph ( 1) shall not on any day exceed 1 
per centum of the highest number, during 
the ninety days preceding such day, of offi
cers of the Regular Corps on active duty and 
omcers of the Reserve Corps on active duty 
for more than thirty days. If on any day the 
number of such special temporary positions 
exceeds such 1 per centum limitation, for 
a period of not more than one year after such 
day, the number of such special temporary 
positions shall be reduced for purposes of 
complying with such 1 per centum limitation 
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only by the resignation, retirement, death, o:: 
transfer to a position of a lower grade, of any 
officer holding any such temporary position. 

SEc. 304. (a) The third sentence of sub
section (a) of section 206 (42 U.S .. C 207(a)) 
is amended •by striking out paragraphs (5) 
and (6) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"(5) Officers of the assistant grade-first 
lieutenant; 

"(6) Officers of the junior assistant grade
second lieutenant; 

"(7) Chief warrant officers of (W-4) 
grade-chief warrant officer (W-4); 

"(8) Chief warrant om.cers of (W-3) 
grade-chief warrant officer (W-3); 

"(9) Chief warrant ofiicers of (W-2) 
grade-chief warrant officer (W-2); and 

"(10) Warrant ofiicers of (W-1) grade
warrant om.cer (W-1) .". 

(b) Section 206(c) (42 U.S.C. 207(c)) is 
repealed. 

(c) The first sentence of section 206(d) 
(42 U.S.C. 207(d)) is amended by striking 
out "junior assistant grade" and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: "warrant ofiicer 
(W-1) grade". 

SEc. 305. (a) Section 207(a) (1) (42 U.S.C. 
209(a) (1)) is amended by inserting immedi
ately after "original appointments to the 
Regular Corps may be made only in the" the 
following: "warrant officer (W-1), chief war
rant officer (W-2), chief warrant ofiicer 
'W-3), chief warrant officer (W-4),". 

(b) (1) Section 207(d) (1) (42 U.S.C. 209(d) 
( 1) ) is amended to read as follows: 

" (d) ( 1) For purposes of basic pay of any 
person appointed under subsection (a) or 
(b), and for purposes of promotion of any 
person appointed to the Regular Corps under 
subsection (a) or any person appointed 
under subsection (b), such persons shall, ex
cept as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3) 
of this subsection, be considered as having 
had on the date of appointment the follow
ing length of service: Three years if ap
pointed to the senior assistant grade, ten 
years if appointed to the full grade, seventeen 
years if appointed to the senior grade, and 
eighteen years if appointed to the director 
grade.". 

(2) Section 207(d) (2) (42 U.S.C. 209(d) 
(2)) is amended by striking out "to the 
grade of senior assistant in the Regular 
Corps, and any person appointed under sub
section (b),'' and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: "or (b) ". 

(3) Section 207(d) (3) (42 U.S.C. 209(d) 
(3)) is amended by striking out "to the 
senior assistant grade or above". 

SEc. 306. Section 209(c) (42 U.S.C. 210b 
(c)) is amended by striking out "assistant 
grade" and by inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: ·"warrant officer (W-1) grade". 

SEc. 307.(a) Section 210(d) (1) (42 U.S.C. 
211 (d) ( 1) ) is amended by striking out "01fi
cers in the junior assistant grade" and by 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: "01fi
cers in the warrant officer (W-1) grade, chief 
warrant o1ficer (W-2) grade, chief warrant 
officer (W-3) grade, chief warrant o1ficer (W-
4) gmde, and junior assistant grade". 

(b) Section 210(g) (42 U.S.C. 211(g)) is 
amended-

( I) in the first sentence by striking out 
"an omcer of the Regular Corps in the junior 
assistant grade" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: "an o1ficer of the Regular 
Corps in the warrant officer (W-1) grade or 
junior assistant grade"; 

(2) in the second sentence by striking out 
"an officer of the Regular Corps in the as
sistant, senior assistant,'' and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: "an o1ficer of the 
Regular Corps in the chief warrant o1ficer 
(W-2), chief warrant officer (W-3), assist
ant, senior assistant,"; 

( 3) in paragraph ( 1 ) by striking out "if 
in the assistant grade" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "if in the chief war
rant officer (W-2) or assistant grade"; and 

(4) in paragraph (2) by striking out "if 
in the senior assistant gmde" and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: "if in the chief 
warrant o1ficer (W-3) or senior assistant 
grade". 

SEc. 308. Section 211 (e) (42 U.S.C. 212(e)) 
is amended by striking out "a part of a year 
of active service of six months or more shall 
be counted as a whole year and a part of a 
year of active service which is less than six 
months shall be disregarded" and by insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: "a part of 
a year that is six months or more is counted 
as a whole year, and a part of a year that is 
less than six months is disregarded". 

SEc. 309. (a) Section 214(c) (42 U.S.C. 215 
(c) ) is amended by striking out the comma 
immediately after "nonprofit educational re
search" and inserting immediately after 
"Service" the following: "to any appropriate 
committee of the Congress". 

(b) Section 214(d) (42 U.S.C. 215(d)) is 
a.mended by inserting after the first sentence 
the following new sentence: "In the case of 
detail of personnel under subsections (b) or 
(c) to be paid from applicable Service appro
priations, the Secretary may condition such 
detail on an agreement by the State, subdi
vision, or institution concerned that such 
State, subdivision, or institution concerned 
::;hall reimburse the United States for the 
a.mount of such payment made by the Serv
ice.". 

SEc. 310. (a) The first sentence of section 
218(b) (42 U.S.C. 218a.(b)) is amended to 
read a.s follows: "Any officer whose tuition, 
fees and other necessary expenses are paid 
pursuant to subseC'tion (a) while attending 
an educational institution or training pro
gram for a period in excess of thirty days 
shall be obligated to pay to the Service an 
amount equal to two times the total amount 
of such tuition, fees, and other necessary ex
penses received by such officer during such 
period, and two times the total amount of 
any compensation received by, and any 
allowance paid to, such officer during such 
period, if after return to active service such 
officer voluntarily leaves the Service within 
( 1) six months, or (2) twice the period of 
such attendance, whichever is greater.". 

(b) The third sentence of section 218(b) 
(42 U.S.C. 218a(b)) is amended by striking 
out "reimbursement" wherever Lt appea.rs 
and by inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "payment". 

SEc. 311. Section 219(c) (42 U.S.C. 210-1 
(c)) is repealed. 

SEc. 312. Section 221(a.) (42 U.S.C. 213a 
(a) ) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraphs: 

" ( 12) Seotion 1552, Correction of m111ta.ry 
records: claims incident thereto. 

"(13) Section 1553, Review of discha.rge or 
dismissal. 

" ( 14) Section 1554, Review of retirement or 
sepa.I'Ia.tlon without pa.y.-for physical d.l.sa.bil
ity.". 

SEc. 313. The Public Health Service Act is 
amended by inserting immediately after sec
tion 227 (42 U.S.C. 236) the following new 
section: 
"RESERVE CORPS OFFICERS; SEVERANCE PAY UPON 

INVOLUNTARY RELEASE FROM ACTIVE DUTY 

"SEC. 228. (a) Except as provided in sub
section (b), a commissioned officer of the 
Reserve Corps of the Service who is released 
from aotlve duty involuntarily pursuant to 
( 1) program abolition or contra.ction requir
ing a reduction in strength of the commis
sioned oorps, (2) nonavailabillty of other as
signment or failure of promotion, or (3) any 
ather reason other than separation for cause 
or retirement, and who has completed, im
mediately before such release, at least five 
years of continuous active duty in the com
missioned corps of the Service, is entitled to 
a seveJ.'!a.nce payment computed by multiply
ing the ye&~rs of active service in the com
missioned oorps of such omcer (other than 
in time of war or national emergency de-

clared by Congress after January 1, 1979) by 
two months basic pay of the grade in which 
such officer is serving at the time of such 
release, except that no such severance pay
ment to any officer shall exceed an amount 
equal to the amount of two years of basic 
pay of the grade in which such officer is 
serving at the time of such release. For pur
poses of this subsection-

"(!) a period of active duty is continuous 
if it is not interrupted by a break in service 
of more than thirty days; and 

"(2) in the computation of severance pay, 
a. part of a year that is six months or more 
is counted as a whole year, and a part of a 
year that is less than six months is dis
regarded. 

"(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply with 
respect to any officer referred to in such sub
section who--

"(1) is released from active duty at the 
request of such officer; 

"(2) is released from active duty for train
ing; 

"(3) upon release from active duty, is im
mediately eligible for retired pay from the 
Service; or 

"(4) upon release from active duty, is im
mediately eligible for severance pay based on 
this section and any other provision of law 
and who elects to receive such severance pay 
under such other provision of law. 

"(c) Any severance payment to which any 
officer becomes entitled under this section 
shall be reduced by the amount of any pre
vious payment made to such officer under 
this section.". 

SEc. 314. (a) (1) The table in section 201 
(a) of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "Surgeon General." 
in the fourth column of such table and by 
inserting in such column to correspond with 
pay grade 0-9 the following: "Surgeon Gen
eral.". 

(2) Section 205(a) of such title is amended 
by striking out "and" at the end of clause 
(8), by striking out "Corps." at the end of 
clause (9) (C) -and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Corps;", and by inserting immediately after 
such clause (9) (C) the following new 
clauses: 

"( 10) for a commissioned omcer of the 
Public Health Service, other than a medical 
or dental officer named in clause (7) or (8) 
or an officer who attains a doctoral degree 
named in clause ( 11) , who attains a masters 
degree before entry or re-entry into active 
service where such degree is required for 
appointment-one year; and 

" ( 11) for a commissioned officer of the 
Public Health Service, other than a medical 
or dental officer named in clause (7) or (8) 
or an officer who attains a masters degree 
named in clause (10), who attains a doctoral 
degree before entry or re-entry into active 
service where such degree is required for 
appointment--three years.". 

(b) (1) Section 1006(a) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting im
mediately after "member of an armed force" 
the following: "or of the Public Health 
Service". 

(2) Section 1006(b) of such title is amend
ed by inserting immediately after "member 
of an armed force" the following: "or of the 
Public Health Service". 

(3) Section 1006(c) of such title is amend
ed by inserting immediately after "member 
of an armed force" the following: "or of the 
Public Health Service". 

(4) Section 1006(c) of such title is amend
ed by inserting immediately after "members 
of the armed forces" the following: "or of 
the Public Health Service". 

(5) Section 1006(d) of such title is amend
ed by inserting immediately after "from his 
armed force" the following: "or from the 
Public Health Service". 

(6) Section 1006(e) of such title is amend
ed by inserting before the period the follow
ing: "and the Publlc Health Service.". 

(7) Section 1006(h) of such title is amend-
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ed by inserting immediately after "members 
of an armed force" the following: "or of the 
Public Health Service". 

(c) Section 415(d) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) An allowance of $250 for uniforms 
and equipment may be paid to each com
missioned officer of the Public Health Serv
ice who is-

"(1) on active duty or on inactive duty 
training status; and 

"(2) -required by directive of the Surgeon 
General to wear a uniform. 
An officer is not entitled to more than one 
allowance under this subsection, except that 
an officer who has received one such allow
ance under this subsection may, upon trans
fer to or from the United States Coast Guard, 
be paid one additional such uniform and 
equipment allowance if pursuant to such 
transfer a different uniform is required.". 

SEc. 315. The amendments made by sec
tions 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 313, and 314 shall 
take effect on October 1. 1970. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move, on behalf of Mr. KENNEDY, tha~ 
the Senate disagree to the amendments 
of the House and request a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. NELSON, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. PELL, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. 
JAVITS, and Mr. HATCH conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE
CRECY-EXECUTIVE Z, 96TH CON
GRESS, 1ST SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
as in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the injunction of secrecy 
be removed from the Treaty with the 
Republic of Panama on the Execution of 
Penal Sentences, signed at Panama on 
January 11, 1978 <Executive Z, 96th Con
gress, 1st session), which was transmit
ted to the Senate today by the President 
of the United States. I ask that the treaty 
be considered as having been read the 
first time, that it be referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and ordered 
to be printed, and that the President's 
message be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice and 
consent of the Senate to ratification, I trans
mit herewith the Treaty between the United 
States of America and the Republic of Pan
ama on the Execution of Penal Sentences 
which was signed at Panama on January 11, 
1979. 

I transmit also, for the information of the 
Senate, the report of the Department of State 
with respect to the Treaty. 

The Treaty would permit citizens of either 
nation who hr.d been convicted in the courts 
of the other country to serve their sentences 
in their home country; in each case, the con
sent of the offender would be required. 

This Treaty represents the fulfillment of 
a commitment undertaken by both nations 
in the Panama Canal Treaty of 1977. It 
would complement the wide range of protec
tions and benefits afforded United States 
Government personnel under the Panama. 
Canal Treaty and related agreements during 

the life of that Treaty, and would establish 
a mechJ.nism for other nationals of both 
countries to serve their sentences in their 
home countries. Its ratification woUld pro
vide our personnel stationed in the Republic 
of Panama further assurance that their in
terests will be fully protected upon the en
try into force of the Panama Canal Treaty. 

I recommend that the Senate give prompt 
and favorable consideration to this Treaty. 

JIMMY CARTER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 30, 1979. 

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEMENT
S. 712, AMTRAK AUTHORIZATION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at such 
time as Calendar Order No. 194, S. 712, 
the Amtrak authorization, is called up 
and made the pending business before 
the Senate, and with the understanding 
it will not be called up before Wednesday 
of this week, there be a time agreement 
thereon as follows: Two hours on the bill, 
e,_ually divided between Mr. LoNG and 
Mr. PACKWOOD; 40 minutes on any 
amendment; 20 minutes on any debatable 
motion, appeal, or point of order, if such 
is submitted to the Senate; that there 
be 20 minutes on an amendment by Mr. 
SASSER relating to train fares; and that 
the agreement be in the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obiection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered, That not before Wednesday, Au

gust 1, when the Senate proceeds to the con
sideration of S. 172 (Order No. 194) , a bill to 
amend the Rail Passenger Service Act, debate 
on any amendment (except an amendment 
to be offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. SASSER)), on train fares on which there 
shall be 20 min.; shall be limited to 40 min., 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
mover of such and the manager of the bill; 
and debate on any debatable motion, appeal, 
or point of order which is submitted or on 
which the Chair entertains debate shall be 
limited to 20 min., to be equally divided and 
controlled by the mover of such and the 
manager of the blll: Provided, That in the 
event the manager of the bill is in favor of 
any such amendment or motion, the time in 
opposition thereto shall be controlled by the 
minority leader or his designee: Provided 
further, That no amendment that is not ger
mane to the provisions of the said blll shall 
be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
final passage of the sald blll, debate shall be 
limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled, resp~:etively, by the Senator from 
Louisiana. (Mr. LoNG) and the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD): Provided, That the 
said Senators, or either of them, may, from 
the time under their control on the passage 
of the said blll, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any 
amendment, debatable motion, appeal, or 
point of order. 

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEMENT
S. 1119 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at such 
time as Calendar No. 221, S. 1119, is 
called up and made the pending business 
before the Senate. there be a time agree
ment thereon as follows: One hour on 
the bill. to be equally divided between Mr. 
JACKSON and Mr. HATFIELD; 30 minutes 
on any amendment; 1 hour on an 
amendment by Mr. GLENN; 20 minutes 
on any debatable motion, appeal, or 

point of order, if such is submitted to the 
Senate; and that the agreement be in the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered, That when the Senate proceeds to 

the consideration of S. 1119 (Order No. 221), 
debate on any a.mendment (except an 
amendment to be offered by the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. GLENN)) on which there shall be 
one hour; shall be limited to 30 minutes, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the 
mover of such and the manager of the bill; 
and debate on any debatable motion, appeal, 
or point of order which is submitted or on 
which the Chair entertains debate shall be 
limited to 20 minutes to be equally divided 
and controlled by the mover of such and the 
manager of the blll: Provided, That in the 
event the manager of the bill is in favor of 
any such amendment or motion, the time 
in opposition thereto shall be controlled by 
the minority leader or his designee: Provided 
further, That no amendment that is not ger
mane to the provisions of the said bill shall 
be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
final passage of the said bill, debate shall be 
limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. JACKSON) and the Sena-tor 
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD): Provided, That 
the said Senators, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the 
passage of the said blll, allot additional time 
to any Senator during the consideration of 
any amendment, debatable motion, appeal, 
or point of order. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that. the Sen
ate go into executive session for not to 
exceed 2 minutes to consider nomina
tions on the calendar beginning with 
"New Reports." 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nom
inations will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read nominations beginning 
with "New Reports." 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations beginning with New Reports and 
going through page 2 be considered and 
confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered en bloc and confirmed en bloc. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 
George Herbert Patrick Bursley, of Mary

land, to be a Member of the National Trans
portation Safety Board. 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 
Stuart M. Statler, of the District of Colum

bia, to be a Commissioner of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission. 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY'S 

DESK IN THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOS
PHERIC ADMINISTRATION AND THE COAST 
GuARD 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin

istration nominations beginning with Her
bert R. Lippold, Jr., to be rear admiral (upper 
half), and ending Stephen L. Carlson to be 
ensign. 

Coast Guard nominations beginning John 
P. DeLong to be Chief Warrant Officer, W-2, 
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and ending Lionel R . Munsey, to l::e lieuten
ant (Jg). 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the nominations were confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of the nominees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield the :floor. 

SALT IT: DOES IT ENHANCE SECU
RITY OF UNITED STATES? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, all great civilizations confront 
during their course challenges which re
quire strength of will and clarity of 
vision. These challenges have not always 
been met. Even in our own time, we have 
seen nations and peoples voluntarily lay 
down the burden of leadership. 

In this highly dangerous nuclear age, 
it is vital that the United States not be 
lured into a false sense of security. 

The Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty 
must be viewed with that in mind. We 
must be aware of what has occurred 
since the approval of SALT I. 

First, let me say that those who tend 
to approve SALT II and those who tend 
to oppose that instrument all, I feel, seek 
the same objective. 

I know of no Member of this Con
gress--or for that matter, any Ameri
can-who wants nuclear war. Indeed, it 
is abhorrent to the basic concept of 
Americans. 

The question is how do we best prevent 
it. Involved is not the question of motive, 
but the question of judgment. 

Which policies and programs will 
meet the test of time? Which policies 
and programs will meet the needs of this 
nuclear age? 

The Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty 
thus challenges the Nation and its Sen
ate to decide properly a question of 
much importance to future generations. 
The outcome will inevitably affect, and 
will either improve or hinder, opportuni
ties for freedom in a world of increasing 
oppression. 

The basic issue 1s: 
Does the proposed treaty enhance the se

curity of the United States and its free 
allies; does it confirm SOviet strategic su
periority, thus Increasing the likelihood of 
war or the probabUity of diplomatic defeat? 

This vital issue must be analyzed from 
the broad perspective of the record of 
the Soviet Union and its long record of 
aggression and deception. 

As a young newspaper edit-or I remem
ber 1939 as the year of the Soviet-Nazi 

Pact and the year that the Russians at
tacked an almost defenseless Finland. 
After World War II and before they at
tained nuclear weapons, I rr;member the 
Soviets blockading Berlin-and who can 
forget that in 1956 Soviet tanks crushed 
the Hungarian uprising. And I remem
ber Russian tanks entering Czechoslo
vakia in 1968. 

Perhaps the most important confron
tation between the United States and 
the Soviet Union was the CUban missile 
crisis in 1962 when the Russians decided 
to place nuclear-tipped missiles 90 miles 
from the United States. If the Soviets 
had had strategic nuclear superiority at 
that time, what would have been the 
fate of the United States? 

These and similar incidents in re
cent history cause me to question Soviet 
intentions. That is why I believe it is 
necessary to view SALT n as simply one 
component of the overall policy of the 
Soviet Union whose history is, I believe, 
replete with instances of aggression and 
geopolitic expansion. 

I must say, frankly, I do not trust the 
Soviet leadership. 

I am convinced that the Russian peo
ple-as a people-are equally as peace
loving as are the American people. But 
under the Russian dictatorial form of 
government where only a few persons 
make the great decisions, the Russian 
people have no real way to in:tluence the 
actions of their government. 

We must, thus, never forget the plain 
reality of Soviet intentions made mani
fest in a: program of unrelenting aggres
sion. 

SALT n deals with offensive intercon
tinental nuclear weapons. 

SALT II does not address conventional 
forces; SALT n does not address stra
tegic defensive systems; SALT II does 
not address advanced weapons tech
nology; SALT II does not address inter
national terrorism and subversion; SALT 
II does not address economic warfare, 
embargos, and strategic shortages; SALT 
II does not address human rights for 
the enslaved peoples of Europe and Asia:. 

My remarks today, therefore, cover in 
equal detail both the terms of the pro
posed SALT treaty and some of the many 
other facts and factors which must also 
be reviewed in order to form an ac
curate judgment of SALT n and of its 
~otential impact. 

CONVENTIONAL FORCE IMBALANCE 

The Soviet Union maintains a total 
armed force of 4,800,000. The United 
States, on the other hand, maintains a 
total force of 2,069,000, over 2 million be
low Russian strength. 

I do not contend that this country 
needs or should have a manpower level 
of that magnitude; however, the Soviet 
Army alone equals total U.S. man
power-Army, NavY, and Air Force. 

The numerical advantage of the Soviet 
Army could permit it to overwhelm U.S. 
forces in NATO, a· result which might be 
achieved even without calling up an esti
mated 25 million Soviet reserves, of which 
7 million have served in active forces 
within the last 5 years. The Soviet ad
vantage in armor in Europe is 10 to 1. 

The Soviet Navy has expanded rapid
ly and now includes over 240 major sur
face combatant ships. It has 333 sub-

marines of which at least 155 are nuclear 
powered, and 159 contain launchers of 
nuclear missiles. An additional 29 major 
surface combatants and 117 submarines, 
some nuclear powered, are in reserve. 

The U.S. Navy can now count only 172 
major surface combatants, 75 attack sub
marines, and 41 missile submarines. It 
has no cruise missile submarines, and 
only 38 major surface combatants and 4 
submarines are in reserve. 

For a maritime nation, our NavY is not 
adequate. For a continental power, the 
So'\'iet Navy is awesome. 

Equally awesome is the Russian Air 
Force which is organized into 28 tactical 
air armies utilizing 8,126 combat aircraft 
and 1,300 military air tra.nsports. Par
ticularly significant is the extremely 
large number of MIG-23 / 27 Flogger air
craft, of which an estimated 1,500 are al
ready deployed. This aircraft is produced 
at a high rate, and it is capable of shoot
ing down cruise missiles in :flight. 

The Russian aircraft industry manu
factures every 3 months the same num
ber of combat aircraft as are in service 
in the entire British Royal Air Force. 

The U.S. Air Force, by comparison, 
counts only 4,163 combat aircraft. Air de
fense of North America is marginal to 
nonexistent. One HAWK battery in Flor
ida and 331 obsolescent NORAD fighters 
could present no real challenge to a de
termined attack. Moreover, our 25 fighter 
squadrons in Europe, with a total of only 
approximately 500 aircraft, are certain 
to be at a disadvantage in any con:tlict in
volving the numerically superior Soviet 
Air Force. Valor alone cannot make uv 
for 5-to-1 odds. 

Few military analysts doubt seriously 
the ability of Russia to win a conven
tional war in Europe. SALT II must be 
viewed in light of that unfortunate re
ality. 

THEATER NUCLEAR FORCE IMBALANCE 

The imbalance in conventional forces 
between the Soviet Union and the United 
States is magnified by the advantage en
joyed by the Russians in theater nuclear 
forces. These Soviet forces include inter
mediate nuclear weapon systems which 
are not intercontinental in range. These 
forces also include 20 g-class interme
diate range ballistic missile submarines, 
at least 69 nuclear-armed cruise missile 
launcher submarines, at least 150 Tu-26 
Backfire-B bombers, and about 300 SS-20 
ballistic missiles, all of which could at
tack the United States. Nevertheless, 
both categories of weapons were consid
ered theater nuclear weapons by our ne
gotiators and were excluded from SALT 
II. In any event, whether any of these 
weapons are intended to be used against 
the United States or not, they could all 
certainly be used to overwhelm Western 
Europe. 

Since the withdrawal by the United 
States of our Thor and Jupiter missiles 
from Europe, our own defense planning 
concept for fielding a theater nuclear 
force has been essentially to divert stra
tegic systems to theater uses and to de
ploy some short-range tactical nuclear 
weapons. However, unlike the Soviet sys
tems, our diverted strategic systems are 
counted under SALT n. 

In essence, the United States has not 
developed a true theater nuclear weapon 
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program. The United States is limited in 
NATO to the short-range Lance and 
Pershing systems. Similarly, only a lim
ited strength and, therefore, largely in
effective theater aircraft force (66 FB-
111A bombers) is devoted to the theater 
nuclear mission. 

Unlike Russia, in lieu of developing 
and fielding intermediate range ballis
tic missiles <IRBM's) and medium range 
ballistic missiles <MRBM's) for the 
theater nuclear mission, the United 
States has relied on diversion of strategic 
forces and on rhetoric and discussion 
with our NATO allies regarding the need 
for theater nuclear force modernization. 
Nothing of substance has happened. 

Meanwhile, Russia has pursued a 
vigorous program of modernization and 
development of IRBM's, MRBM's, chemi
cal warfare systems, and nuclear-capable 
theater aircraft. 

Thus, in addition to Backfire, g-class 
ballistic missile submarines, and nuclear
armed cruise missile submarines, Russia 
has also deployed in excess of 890 IRBM's 
and MRBM's in Western Russia or East
ern Europe for use in European theater 
missions. This force includes at least 90 
SS-5 IRBM's, possibly as many as 300 
SS-20 ffiBM's <mobile), and at least 500 
SS-4 MRBM's. The SS-4 has a range of 
2,000 kilometers, the SS-5 has a very 
large warhead and a range of 3,500 kilo
meters, and the SS-20 has multiple war
heads and a potential range of over 5,500 
kilometers, the range definition of an 
ICBM under SALT II. But in addition to 
these missiles, approximately 1,300 tacti
cal nuclear missile launchers are in units 
organic to basic Army formations. These 
include the SS-21 and SS-12. 

Conversely, and in contrast to the 
MRBM and IRBM force of the Soviet 
Union, the United States has maintained 
only the short-range low-yield Lance 
tactical nuclear missile and very limited 
numbers of the short-range Pershing. 
Our inaction has been compounded by 
the Carter administration decision not 
to produce the neutron bomb. 

In summary, while the United States 
has ignored the necessity for developing 
seuarate theater nuclear systems and has 
relied instead on the diversion of stra
tegic forces to the theater role, the Soviet 
Union has devoted a balanced effort 
to developing and modernizing theater 
nuclear and chemical weapons as a com
plement to conventional and strategic 
nuclear forces. Finally, the air defensive 
systems of the Soviet and Warsaw Pact 
forces are sufficient to guarantee that 
the limited threat posed by nuclear
capable NATO aircraft is held at a 
minimum. 

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS 

Now, any analysis of the strategic 
capability of nations must include study 
of both strategic offensive capability and 
strategic defensive capability. SALT II 
ignores issues involving strategic de
fenses. 

The Soviet citizen, unlike his Ameri
can counterpart, is not hostage to the 
nuclear forces of a potential enemy. The 
Soviet leadership has worked diligently 
for more than three decades, and partic
ularly under SALT I, to improve and 

strengthen Soviet air defenses and So
viet missile defenses. 

Additionally, a massive civil defense 
program provides significant passive 
strategic defense to the Soviet public. 

Having limited through the SALT 
process the U.S. offense, Russia now finds 
a strategic defense economically feasible 
and highly effective. According to Sec
retary Brown, Russia has spent $100 bil
lion on strategic defensive systems. 

The combination of active Soviet air 
and missile defenses with passive but ex
tensive population defense thus makes a 
major contribution to the strategic im
balance now existing between the United 
States and Russia. 

Soviet leaders have, by intense efforts 
in strategic defense, sought to remove 
the word "mutual" from the formulation 
"mutual assured destruction"-a formu
lation expounded in America by a gener
ation of State Department strategists 
who have argued that the best way to 
avert nuclear war is to assure un
acceptable losses. Because of strategic 
defenses potential Russian war loses may 
be approaching damage limits which the 
Soviet dictatorship considers acceptable. 

The foregoing result has been achieved 
in large measure through vigorous ex
ploitation of Western-supplied technol
ogy. 

For example, the SA-5 ABM system, 
which may now protect in a damage lim
iting role as many as 110 Soviet cities 
and missile fields, is a system based on 
technology developed in the U.S. Nike-X 
ABM program. The SA-5 radar, in ap
parent violation of the ABM treaty, was 
tested in 1974 in an ABM mode. Simi
larly, the SA-X-3 mobile ABM system, 
also apparently developed in violation of 
the ABM treaty, also relies on Western 
technology. 

But, in addition to capitalizing on un
used Western defensive technology, the 
Russians have on their part empha
sized quantity, diversity, and overlap in 
defensive systems. 

Thus, the Soviet Union has deployed 
more than 10,000 surface-to-air launch
ers at more than 1,000 sites throughout 
Russia. Moscow itself is defended by 64 
acknowledged ABM missiles <Galosh), a 
system deployed in addition to the even 
more effective SA-5 and SA-X-3 sys
tems. 

The SA-5, SA-X-3, and Galosh ABM's 
are all believed to be armed with high
yield nuclear warheads fully capable of 
destroying incoming RV's. A fourth new, 
even more advanced, very large ABM 
may also be ready for deployment in 
hardened launchers, perhaps as part of 
the SA-X-3 system. 

The 1972 ABM treaty appears to have 
had little impact on Soviet actions. By 
comparison, in 1976, the ABM treaty was 
a major factor in the decision to disman
tle the U.S. S'itfeguard ABM system. 

But other formidable defenses protect 
Russia. Conventional SAM batteries on 
ships at sea, in Eastern Europe, and 
finally on the perimeters of the Soviet 
Union itself make it highly probably that 
only a few U.S. manned strategic bom
bers, even those -a.rmed with short-range 
attack missiles <SRAM's>, could success-

fully complete their mission. Seven 
thousand early warning radars coupled 
with 10,000 SAM launchers should be 
more than enough to do the job, but in 
addition, some 2,720 Air Defense Force 
interceptors would be airborne to clean 
up any residual U.S. bomber force. Per
haps the B-1 could h'itve penetrated 
these defenses; the B-52 probably can
not. And, indeed Secretary of Defense 
Brown admitted before the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services that the 
American manned bomber would not be 
able to penetrate Soviet defenses in 1985. 

By comparison, the United States for 
strategic defense purposes has only one 
HAWK b'itttery in Florida and 331 
NORAD interceptors-including 190 in
terceptors in National Guard squadrons. 
This fact and the unilateral decision to 
dismantle the Safeguard ABM system 
mean that there is no active defense of 
U.S. strategic offensive forces ':tnd that 
the American population is held hostage 
to Soviet offensive forces. 

In this analysis, it is important to re
member that the ABM treaty permits 
the United States and Russia each to 
deploy ABM's at one ABM site. The 
United States h':ts unilaterally elected 
not to deploy the system permitted to it 
under the treaty. Similarly, there is no 
prohibition on fielding air defenses in 
North America, yet through unilateral 
decision of the United States, these air 
defenses have in the main not been de
ployed. 

North America is defended from nu
clear attack only through the thre':tt of 
retaliation after an attack. Unlike the 
Soviet Union, no real effort has been 
made to defend actively the United 
States through active defenses against 
attacking nuclear systems. 

Our only defense is the threat of hit
ting back. Thus, in a strategic sense, 
unlike Russia, North America is essen
tially undefended. 

WESTERN ASSISTANCE TO SOVIET WEAPON 
DEVELOPMENT 

While our guard has dropped, the 
Soviet Union has worked h'itrd on both 
strategic offensive and defensive systems. 
It has not been able, however, to develop 
systems such as the SA-5 or SA-X-3 
without massive infusions of advanced 
technology from the West, primarily 
from the United States. 

Communist economic systems do not 
produce the level of innovative and ad
vanced thought which occurs in a free 
economy. Nevertheless, Communist sys
tems are able to assimilate and explore 
the inventiveness of others. 

An important reason, therefore, for 
the ability of Eastern bloc nations to 
maintain high technology is the whole
sale transfer of technology which occurs 
between the West 'itnd the East, or rather, 
from the West to the East. 

In this transfer process, the Western 
bloc nations, primarily the United States. 
touch along the top of the technology 
curve and skip from one new technology 
to the next. In the process they turn 
over the benefits of the previous technol
ogy to· the East while failing to exploit 
s!gnificantly, in a military sense, very 
many of the discoveries made. 
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In short, the pioneer work is done by 

Western scientists, and the military ex
ploitation of their research-the deploy
ment of weapons systems--occurs in 
Russia and other Eastern bloc nations. 

A classic example of the foregoing is 
in laser and particle beam research and 
development. The United States refuses 
to exploit vigorously technologies it has 
developed in these areas, but has pro
vided many of these same technologies 
to the Soviet Union on the theory that 
our scientists are already moving ahead 
to new and better concepts. 

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union has taken 
basic Western technology and immedi
ately and forcefully diverted it to mili
tary applications. Thus, the Soviet space
based laser program for destroying U.S. 
satellites and possibly intercontinental 
ballistic missiles may have been unwit
tingly assisted by technology transfer 
from the United States. 

The permissive policies of the Depart
ment of Commerce, adopted in the in
terests of trade, have allowed the export 
licensing of military-related technology 
to the Soviet Union and to other poten
tial enemy nations. This state of affairs 
has been particularly evident recently 
in the leading role played by the Depart
ment of Commerce officials in diplomatic 
negotiations with Russia and with main
land China. Technology transfer has in
ternationalized the Department of Com
merce in the same manner foreign aid 
has internationalized the Department of 
State. An institutional bias at Commerce 
in favor of permitting the transfer of 
critical technologies has had grave mili
tary consequences. 

In addition, the impact of Cocom, a 
committee of 14 Western nations and 
Japan designed ostensibly to prevent mil
itary technology transfer to Communist 
nations, has been insignificant. 

First, many critical strategic technol
ogies are not listed as prohibited by 
Cocom agreement. Only 149 items are on 
the Cocom list, and the list itself is clas
sified secret. Nevertheless, it is known 
to be particularly deficient in new com
puter technologies. 

Second, if a product or technology is 
listed, the prohibition against its export 
is all too often waived. 

Finally, several member nations of 
Cocom, perhaps including the United 
States, apparent-ly feel free to violate the 
Cocom agreement in secret bilateral 
agreements with Communist nations. 

Thus, a Cocom nation in a hidden 
agreement with a Communist nation 
provided to the Communist nation a 
complete semiconductor plant and re
lated technology which helped to up
grade the Communist nation's ability to 
use modern electronics in its military 
machinery. Because of secrecy sur
rounding export licensing, similar bilat
eral arrangements are often effectively 
hidden, both from Cocom and from the 
public. 

In summary, Cocom is ineffective be
cause: First, the list of prohibited items 
is not sufficiently inclusive; second, 
waivers are routinely granted; and 
third, the Cocom agreement is often 
violated through secret bilateral trans
actions. 

Frankly, this subject has received 
little public attention, perhapg because 
we have assumed for years that West
ern military export policies were han
dled carefully. 

The following examples of critical 
technology transfer should help to 
dispel that unfortunately erroneous 
notion: 

First. The recent export to a Soviet 
bloc nation of the C-20B component of 
the 250 series Detroit diesel Alison en
gine, which is a cruise missile engine 
component; 

Second. The sale to Russia of 164 Cen
talign-B precision miniature ball-bear
ing machines which apparently assisted 
in perfecting the guidance of the re
entry vehicles of the S~18 ICBM, Rus
sia's most powerful missile; 

Third. The reported sale of entire 
plants for making integrated circuits to 
a variety of Communist countries, there
by permitting the production of semi
conductor devices for military purposes; 

Fourth. The massive transfer of com
puter technology to the Soviet Union 
and recently to mainland China which 
contributed to Soviet and Chinese ad
vancement in ABM systems, satellite 
surveillance systems, and ballistic mis
sile and cruise missile guidance systems; 

Fifth. The sale of array transform 
processors which aided the Soviet Un
ion in improving shipboard computers 
for antisubmarine warfare; 

Sixth. The sale by a NATO country to 
the Soviet Union of technology useful 
in reducing the vulnerability of sub
marines to acoustical detection; 

Seventh. The sale by a NATO country 
to mainland China of an advanced jet 
aircraft engine; 

Eighth. The sale of advanced infrared 
sensors to mainland China which could 
assist military reconnaissance and mis
sile guidance, pointing, and tracking. 

The foregoing list could be expanded 
and amplified. But the point is that the 
Senate must bear this pattern of be
havior in mind in considering arguments 
that we can afford to grant strategic 
nuclear superiority to Russia because 
our technology is ahead of Russian tech
nology and acts to hedge a grant of 
Russian supremacy in deployed weapons. 

The plain fact is that Western tech
nology very soon becomes the world's 
technology and that, unlike the United 
States, Russia exploits Western de
velopments to the hilt. 

In recognition of these problems the 
Senate on July 21 passed the Export 
Administration Act amendments to seek 
to limit technology transfer to potential 
enemies. 

EXPERIENCE UNDER SALT I 

In 1972, I voted for the SALT I interim 
agreement. I did so on the basis of argu
ments regarding the prospects for a 
.balanced arrangement within 5 years 
under SALT II. I also voted for the anti
ballistic missile treaty in the belief that 
a follow-on SALT II agreement would 
make rational the concessions made by 
the United States to Russia in that 
treaty. 

Experience over the 5 years of SALT I, 
and during President Carter's unilateral 

2-year extension of it following its ex
piration on October 3, 1977, has con
vinced me that doubts about SALT I 
have proven well founded. 

In the joint resolution approving 
SALT I is the following provision: 

Congress supports the stated policy of the 
United States that, were a more complete 
strategic offensive ariDS agreement not 
achieved, and were the survivability of the 
:strategic deterrent forces of the United 
·States to be threatened as a result of such 
!allure, this could jeopardize the supreme 
national interest of the United States. 

Thus, in 1972, the Congress recognized 
the danger to world peace if Russia could 
achieve, as it has now or soon will have, 
the ability to destroy the U.S. land-based 
ICBM force. 

I point out these facts because after 
7 years it is easy for the Senate and 
the country to forget the fine language , 
which was used in 1972 to convince the 
Congress that SALT I was acceptable. 

I, for one, decided to vote for SALT I 
only after it was amended to require 
equality in the follow-on SALT II agree
ment. 

What has Russia done since SALT I 
was approved? 

During the time since SALT I was ap
proved, the Soviet Union has produced 
and deployed the S~16, a mobile, sin·gle 
warhead ICBM, with a range of about 
10,000 kilometers; the SS-17, a large 
throw-weight ICBM which is MIRVed 
and with a range of 10,000 kilometers; 
the ~18 an extremely large ICBM with 
16,000-pound throw weight and 10 war
heads, each with a range in excess of 
10,500 kilometers; the S~19, a large 
ICBM, with multiple warheads and a 
range of 9,000 kilometers; the SS-N-17, 
a submarine-launched ballistic missile 
(SLBM) with MIRV capability; the S~ 
N-18, a very large SLBM with multiple 
warheads and a range of 9,500 kilo
meters; the S~20, a MIRVed ballistic 
missile which is mobile and is known to 
have a range in excess of 5,500 kilo
meters; the SS-21, a new tactical nuclear 
missile the SS-N-12, a new relatively 
long-range naval cruise missile; and 
s~xz. a new mobile ICBM, possibly 
MIRVed and with a range in excess of 
6,000 kilometers and a very large throw 
weight. 

Additionally, under SALT I, the Soviet 
Union has had under development an 
entire new fifth generation of ICBM's, of 
which the Department of Defense ac
knowledges five under full-scale devel
opment. These missiles are in addition to 
the fourth generation, which is composed 
of the awesome S~17's, 18's, and 19's. 

The Soviet Union has under SALT I 
developed two antisatellite systems. The 
Soviet Union has developed cold launch
ers for ICBM's to permit rapid reload of 
stockpiled ICBM's. The Soviet Union has 
developed an advanced mobile ABM mis
sile. The Soviet Union has deployed 
thousands of surface-to-air missiles and 
more than 1,500 Mig-23/27's. 

The Soviet Union has deployed 
ground-launched cruise missiles 
(GLCM's) with nuclear warheads, has 
tested from the Backfire bomber an air
launched cruise missile <ALCM) firing 
at a range of more than 1,200 kilometers, 
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and has deployed long-range sea
laWlched cruise missiles <SLCM's), also 
with nuclear warheads. 

Quantitatively, Soviet military pro
curement Wlder SALT I has been equally 
impressive. The list of major weapons 
procurement since the SALT process 
began is, frankly, astonishing. It in
eludes the following items of hardware 
acquisition which Russia has or soon will 
have: 

(1) Several hundred late-model S8-ll's 
with multiple warheads; 

(2) 800 fourth generation, large, liquid
fueled ICBM's (SS--17, 18, and 19) with 
MIRVed warheads; 

( 3) 300 mobile 88-20 MIRVed IRBM 
launchers and up to 1,000 ss-20 misSiles, also 
a reported 100 mobile S8-16's; 

(4) 20 Y-class and 30 D-class SSBN's with 
a total of some 70'J missile tubpes; 

(5) At least one new Typhoon-class SSBN 
and probably more building; 

(6) At least 150 Backfire bombers with 
several hundred ASMs !or this and older
model bombers, plus at least another 150 
Backfires to be permitted under the new 
agreement; 

(7) More than 60 new major surface ships 
and other lesser surface combatants, for a 
net increase of one mlllion metric tons in 
surface warships; 

(8) Naval SAMs and cruise missiles !or 
new surface combatants; 

(9) Approximately 25 nuclear-powered at
tack submarines equipped with anti-ship 
cruise missiles; 

(10) More than 6,600 SAM (SA-3, SA-4, 
SA-5, SA-6, SA-8, and SA-~) launchers and 
more than 12,000 missiles compared with 
zero !or the strategic defense of the United 
States; 

( 11) Substantially more than 1,000 new 
high-performance interceptors, some with 
"look down, shoot down" ca.pab111ty; 

(12) Several thousand air-to-alr missiles 
of various types; together with associated 
radars and equipment !o'r ground control; 
including at least two types of over-the
horizon radars; 

( 13) 30,000 tanks and more than 30,000 
armored personnel carriers and other 
armored vehicles; 

(14) More than 20,000 artillery pieces and 
heavy mortars; 

(15) Approximately 2,100 fighter bombers 
and high-performance reconnaissance air
craft !or frontal aviation, plus 600 helicopter 
gunships, plus literally thousands of as
sociated air-to-surface and antl-tank 
missiles; 

( 16) Approximately 4,000 ZSU-23/4 anti
aircraft guns; and 

(17) About 250 AN-22 and IL--76 trans
port aircraft and more than 1,000 cargo/ 
troop transport helicopters. 

This list is available from sources in 
the public domain. Much is missing, yet 
it should be sufficient to illustrate the 
point. 

All this has occurred Wlder SALT I. 
In the same time period, the United 

States has dismantled its Safeguard 
ABM system, has canceled the B-1 
bomber program, has delayed develop
ment of the Tomahawk sea-launched 
cruise missile, has declined to produce 
the neutron warhead, has slowed de
velopment of an antisatellite system, 
has not developed a single new land
based ICBM, and has moved at a snail's 
pace in developing the Trident C-4 
missile which still has not completed 
testing. 

Basic defense procurement has, to be 
sure, continued, but the simple truth is 

that the United States has not met the 
challenge of Soviet military expansion 
sioce the beginning of the SALT process. 

On July 24, in response to a question 
I asked in the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, Gen. David C. Jones, Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs, stated that "SALT I 
acted as a tranquilizer." He also testified 
that there is as well "a risk that SALT II 
could be allowed to become a tranquil
izer." I agree that the danger is serioua. 

Finally, in analyzing . our experience 
Wlder SALT I, the Senate should also 
recognize that, in performing the terms 
of SALT I, the Soviet Union has repeat
edly acted against both the spirit and the 
terms of the agreement. Similarly, Soviet 
compliance with the ABM treaty is ques
tionable. 

At least six articles of the ABM treaty 
appear to have been violated. Russian ac
tivities in violation of these articles are 
as follows: 

(1) Testing in 1974-1975 of the SA-5 M.r 
defense system in an ABM mode; 

(2) Deployment of new ABM rada.rs; 
( 3) Camouflage of certain ABM research 

and development efforts; and 
(4) omctal falsification of the number of 

test range ABM launchers reportedly dis
mantled in 1973. 

Soviet actions contrary to SALT I are 
also apparent. The Russians broke the 
express intent, spirit, and purpose of 
article II prohibiting the replacement of 
light ICBM's and heavy ICBM'S by de
ploying the heavy SS-19. 

As you know, the SS-19, with a throw 
weight comparable to the Titan II, is a 
heavy missile under the understanding of 
SALT I, yet cleverly, under the new defi
nitions of SALT n, it will be classed a 
light missile. In a sense, the Soviet::; have 
been rewarded for violating the intent of 
SALT I by an inclusion in SALT II of a 
heavy missile under a redefined light 
missile category. 

Soviet leaders also violated the article 
of SALT I constraining submarine de
ployment by falsifying the initial base
line level of submarines claimed. More
over, the Soviet Union has expressly ac
knowledged that it failed to deactivate 
ICBM's on time in accordance with the 
agreement. Data on the deactivation of 
ICBM's was falsified three times during 
1976. The deployment of new command 
and control silos during SALT I violated 
the spirit and intent of article I which 
was designed to freeze the ICBM force 
level. 

Additionally, a massive program of de
liberate concealment of testing and de
ployment of offensive forces has bla
tantly violated article V of SALT I pro
hibiting interference with national tech
nical means of verification. Violations of 
article V of SALT I include: 

First. Encryption of ICBM telemetry ; 
Second. Camouflage and concealment 

of ICBM testing, production, and deploy
ment; 

Third. Concealment of submarine con
struction and berthing; and 

Fourth. Construction of dummy sub
marines which are themselves concealed. 

Finally, the Russians have violated the 
SALT I protocol by building 3 sub
marines more than the 62 permitted un
der the protocol. 

There are many other examples of So
viet disregard for the SALT I accords. 
The list goes on and on if the analysis 
is made of Soviet behavior Wlder not only 
the specific terms of the agreements 
reached but also Wlder the agreed in
terpretations of both the ABM Treaty 
and the interim agreement. 

I will cite here only three examples. 
First, Wlder the agreed interpretations 

of the interim agreement, the range 
definition of an ICBM would include the 
SS-20, a mobile MIRVed, "intermedi
ate"-range missile, yet Russia has de
ployed these missiles in violation of the 
SALT accord and its agreed interpreta
tion. 

Second-and this is perhaps the 
clearest example-in March 1976 the 
Soviet leadership actually admitted that 
they had deliberately violated the agree
ment requirement to deactivate old 
ICBM's <SS-7's) while replacement sub
marines were on sea trials. 

Third, this overt admission was soon 
followed by the deployment of an ABM 
radar at a ballistic missile test range in 
direct conflict with an agreed interpre
tation of the ABM Treaty and without 
making the prior agreement with the 
United States required thereby. 

These foregoing actions-and there 
are others-do not even reach the issue 
of U.S. unilateral statements made in 
connection with the approval of SALT 
I. Suffice it to say that unilateral state
ments made by the United States have, in 
the main, been ignored by Russia to an 
extent that one questions whether the 
other side even bothered to read them. 

Why should we expect Russian com
pliance with SALT II to be different than 
it has been with SALT I? At the very 
least, the Senate in considering SALT 
II, and the wording of its provisions, 
must assume the worst--must assume 
that Russia will resolve any treaty :..tm
biguity in favor of Russia and will take 
full advantage of any loophole. 

I can summarize our experience under 
SALT I with this statement: The Soviet 
Union Wlder SALT l-and at times in 
violation of SALT !-has deployed at 
least 10 entirely new strategic systems 
and has advanced the quantity and qual
ity of its weaponry at all levels to the 
maximum extent permitted by the Soviet 
economy. 

BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS 

Proponents of the SALT II treaty have 
already begWt a campaign to propagan
dize the American public on the alleged 
virtues of SALT n, warning of dire con
sequences of its failure in the Senate. 

A primary argument made by the Car
ter administration, is that without SALT 
n there will be an arms race of Wl
paralleled proportion and great expense 
to the United States. 

The fact is that Russia, during the past 
7 years, has to an Wlprecedented degree, 
already increased its military might. 

The Soviet Union in 1980 is expected 
to expend up to 18 percent of its gross 
national product on defense. Even the 
Central Intelligence Agency, which for 
more than 30 years has consistently 
underestimated Soviet military spending, 
now admits that between 11 and 13 per
cent of the Russian GNP is devoted to the 
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military and that the Soviet Union ex
pends $40 billion more than the United 
States spends for defense purposes 
annually. 

Then, too, unlike the United States, 
the great bulk of the Soviet defense 
budget goes to the procurement of hard
ware. In a police state, manpower costs 
do not compete with procurement costs 
as they do in a free society. 

In our country manpower consumes 
nearly two-thirds of the defense dollar, 
weapons procurement accounts for less 
than 30 percent. In Russia the opposite 
is true, with less than 30 percent going 
for manpower costs. 

But, in my judgment, the Soviet Union 
may nevertheless be at the point of 
diminishing returns in defense expendi
tures. Further significant defense ex
penditures probably cannot be achieved 
in real terms since to increase the defense 
share of the Russian economy beyond its 
present staggering percentage could 
cause the Russian economy to falter, and 
the actual GNP of Russia could decline 
along with actual funds available for 
military systems. 

The Russian economy is not likely to 
sustain military expenditures greater 
than those presently being made. It fol
lows that the limits imposed by SALT I 
and proposed to be imposed by SALT II 
do not, in fact, bring about any fiscal 
limits on Soviet defense spending. Those 
limits are imposed by the Soviet economy 
itself. 

SALT II may, however, permit a shift 
in Soviet strategic expenditures from 
offensive strategic systems to defensive 
strategic systems. On the surface, this 
change might appear desirable; but, in 
fact, it could increase the chance of war 
by enabling a damage denial or damage 
limiting defense of the Soviet homeland. 

American defense expenditures will 
not be constrained by SALT II, but by the 
realities of a democratic system of gov
ernment. Present U.S. expenditures for 
defense are about 5 percent of the U.S. 
gross national product. Defense procure
ment, that is, the purchase of military 
hardware, does not exceed 2 percent of 
the U.S. GNP. With or without SALT II, 
it is highly unlikely that the Uni•ted 
States would match or even spend any
where near the levels of the Soviet Union. 
The restraining factor would be, quite 
properly, the American political system, 
not SALT II. 

It follows, Mr. President, that SALT II 
would not constrain defense spending, 
either in the United States or in the 
Soviet Union. 

This view 1s held by analyst.s of the 
Soviet economy most qualified to predict 
future performance on the basis of past 
experience. Thus, for example, an ac
knowledged leading American authority 
on Soviet defense spending, W. T. Lee, 
states as follows: 

The burden of Soviet defense expenditures 
has risen over the years and it is oontribut
ing to the decline in the overall growth of the 
Soviet economy. Soviet defense expenditures 
have increased very rapidly since the SALT 
process began in 1969. Indeed the case can 
be made that SALT has stimulated. the 
growth or Soviet defense expenditures on the 
grounds that Soviets saw SALT as the means 
ot catching up with and surpassing the U.S. 

in m.Uitary oa.pa.b1lities and have made the 
most of it. In order to finance the heavy 
burden on Soviet economy the Soviet lead
ers have had to make a.n unpreced~nted (in 
peacetime) diversion of resources from in
vestment to defense. While the impact on 
investmeDJt has been eased by lmport:.s of 
m.achlnery a.nd technology, much of which 
has been fin<81Ilced by NATO, the burden Oif 

defense on the Soviet economy has never 
been so hee.vy in pea.oetime. Ironloa.Uy, the 
burden has grown much more rapidly ln the 
SALT decade tha.n during tJhe previous 13 
years. 

Mr. Lee questions, as I do, tlhe ability 
of the Soviet Union to increase signif
icantly it.s defense spending above its 
current level. He states: 

We do not have a. good measurement of 
how much economic growth has been fore
gone by the steady increase in the share of 
GNP devoted to defense over the past two 
decades. The etfeot thereof on capital in
vestment ls evident, as has been discussed. 
Clearly, this is one of the reasons for the de
cline in growth rate of Soviet GNP, but how 
much of the decline has been due to the 
rising defen.se burden? Wh8lt would the 
growth rate have been 1f the Soviet defense 
outLays had been held, say, to 9 to 10 per
c&nt of GNP instead cxf rising to about 18 
percent or less? Were reduced to the U.S. 
share Oif 5 percent or less? We cannot answer 
these questions with precision, hence, it is 
difficult <to say how much Soviet economic 
growth would be reduced by increasing the 
defense share to 20 percent or more of GNP, 
or '8lt what point growth would cease a.nd 
GNP might even decline if the defense sha.re 
were to go beyond 18 percent. Surely, how
ever, there is a pea.cetlme llmlt, e.nd the So
viets may be approaching it. It is hard to 
believe they can go much above 18 percent Oif 

GNP far defense. On the other hand, can the 
Sovieta main1lwln defense at about 18 percent 
of GNP a.nd still acllieve growth tn GNP? 
Perhaps. 

Basic considerations of gross national 
product and allocation of resources are, 
thus, determinative of Soviet defense 
spending, not limits specified in SALT. 
This result, Mr. Lee concludes, is in
escapable: 

To put it mildly, SALT has had no dis
cernible effect on Soviet defense expendi
tures. 

LINKAGE 

It has been suggested by the adminis
tration that it would for some reason be 
improper to consider the proposed Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Treaty in connec
tion with our experience of Russian ag
gression and Communist expansion. The 
idea apparently is that SALT II must be 
isolated and examined in a vacuum. 

I reject that approach. Obviously, this 
treaty was not negotiated in a vacuum, 
and there is nothing whatsoever isolated 
about its content or its intent. 

The Senate should not feel con
strained in discussing SALT II as a doc
ument linked and intertwined with an 
ongoing history of Russian aggression 
and Communist expansion. 

Looking only at the time since the 
coming into force of SALT I, the Senate 
can and should remember, in passing 
judgment on SALT II, the rampant ex
pansionism of Russian imperial policy. 

I will list here a few of many examples. 
The United States failed in its efforts 

to defend South Vietnam. The Soviet 
Union is now seeking to develop Pacific 
Fleet naval bases provided by Vietnam. 

U.S. policy elsewhere has suffered 
similar defeat. We have acquiesced in 
Communist victories in Angola and 
Mozambique. We have cooperated while 
Russian-oriented terrorists have sought 
to destroy the new majority rule gov
ernment in Rhodesia. We have done 
nothing to forestall Cuban-trained ter
rorists in Nicaragua. We have watched 
the spectacle of CUban troops keeping in 
power a Communist dictatorship in 
Ethiopia. A revolution in Iran has elimi
nated a government friendly to the 
United States, and we have witnessed 
the communization of Afghanistan and 
Russian-inspired and fomented insur
rection and insurgency elsewhere. 

Yet, in the face of this clear evidence, 
the administration and others have sug
gested that if the United States will only 
show further restraint-how often we 
hear that word restraint-if the United 
States would only show further restraint, 
then the aggressive Russian policy 
would be curtailed. 

Let us examine that from a historical 
perspective. If we go back to 1964, the 
United States had 1,054 ICBM's. Russia 
had 200. The same argument was made 
then . . . that if we froze our forces at 
that figure, Russia would not increase 
her missile strength. 

After all, Russian policy, we are told, 
has always been defensive in nature. It 
is only because Russia, we are told, is 
threatened that Russia seeks power in 
Central America; it is only because Rus
sia feels threatened that Russia main
tains a naval presence in southern 
Africa, at Maputu and at Cabinda, and 
in the horn of Africa, at Socotra; it is 
only because Russia feels threatened that 
Russia seeks a naval base at Camranh 
Bay and fortifies the Kuriles; it is only 
because Russia feels threatened that 
Russia supports its stooges in Cuba. 

Restraint, restraint, we are told, is 
required of the United States or else 
Russia will, out of fear, out of fear alone, 
be compelled to expand even further
but always, of course, acting in her own 
self -defense. 

Now this process ought to be fa.miliar 
to the West. Hitler, we were told in the 
late 1930's, needed Austria and Czecho
slovakia only so that Germany would not 
feel threatened. 

So, I believe it would be a mistake dur
ing the debate of SALT II to attempt 
to determine Russian intentions rather 
than to focus on Russian might. 

TERMS OF SALT II 

The Jackson amendment to the SALT 
I interim agreement required the Presi
dent to seek quantative equality in any 
future SALT agreement with Russia. 
SALT II appears on the surface to satisfy 
the requirement of the Jackson· amend
ment. 

In fact, however, the equal upper 
limits specified in SALT II are purely 
cosmetic and do not result in actual 
equality in the strategic offensive forces 
of the two parties to the treaty. In short, 
the fundamental treaty formula is an 
illusion. 

OFFENSIVE LIMITS 

The upper limit for the total number 
of strategic offensive weapons is 2,400. 
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This limit is to be reduced to 2,250 by 
December 31, 1981. 

The first subtotal, 1,320, is the num
ber of ICBM's and submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles <SLBM's) that may be 
MIRVed. Also included are all heavy 
bombers equipped with ALCM's or air
launched ballistic missiles <ALBM's). 
This subtotal is also to be reduced on 
December 31, 1981, to 1,200. 

The next sublimit is 1,200, and it limits 
the number of ICBM's and SLBM's 
which may be MIRVed without regard 
to manned bombers. 

Finally, 820 is the number of land
based ICBM's which may have MIRVed 
warheads. 

Again, outwardly these limits appear 
to impose identical constraints on Rus
sia and on the United States. In fact, 
they do not. 

First, the Soviet Union is granted a 
special right to 308 heavy ICBM's of the 
SS-18 class. 

These missiles are the missiles de
signed to destroy, and which are capable 
of destroying, the U.S. ICBM force. 

They are truly awesome in size, fire
power, and accuracy, and the United 
States would be prohibited by SALT II 
from seeking to develop a comparable 
missile. 

In effect, this prohibition guarantees 
a. Russian advantage in the most critical 
aspect of the strategic balance, namely, 
that aspect directly affecting the abil
ity to destroy an opponent's forces in a 
first strike. 

Second, the treaty formulas do not 
provide for equal aggregates for other, 
less immediately obvious reasons. These 
reasons are associated with the failure 
of the American negotiators to include 
in the negotiations all of the strategic 
forces of Russia. Since these strategic 
systems were not included in the first in
stance, obviously these systems and their 
potential for growth make ·a mockery of 
the stated equal aggregates in the treaty. 
Known :Soviet strategic systems not 
counted under SALT II include: 

(1) The SS-20; 
(2) The SS-N-3; 
(3) The SS-N-12; 
(4) The SS-N-4; 
(5) The G-Class SS-N-5; and 
(6) The Backfire bomber. 

These special exclusions granted to 
Russia mean that, even after the Soviets 
have reduced the number of their stra
tegic offensive weapons to the SALT II 
specified limits, almost 1,000 additional 
strategic nuclear weapons will be out
side the SALT II formula with no SALT
imposed limits on further growth. 

In contrast, every conceivable strategic 
system of the United States is included 
in the U.S. count under the treaty. Thus, 
obsolete B-52 bombers in the Arizona 
desert boneyard are included in the U.S. 
total, notwithstanding the fact that 
more than a year would be required to 
bring these aircraft into operational 
status. 

In summary, although the numbers 
specified are the same, disparity in the 
method of counting invalidates the 
equation. 

DEFENSIVE LIMITS 

SALT II does not limit defensive 
strategic systems. 

SALT I included as a component part 
the ABM treaty limiting defenses against 
ICBM's and SLBM's. 

Thus, the SALT I package limited 
ICBM's and SLBM's both by offensive
and defensive-related restrictions. 
Manned bombers were not included in 
SALT I, and consequently, no defensive 
limitations were imposed on those sys
tems used to counter a manned bomber 
threat. 

SALT II does include manned bomb
ers, primarily those of the United States, 
yet no effort was apparently made to in
clude in the treaty strategic air defense 
systems. 

U.S. air defenses are very thin. Rus
sia, in round numbers, has almost 3,000 
interceptor aircraft, 7,000 air defense 
radar systems, and 10,000 strategic air 
defense SAM launchers. 

These defensive forces in the Soviet 
Union tend to nullify the heavy bomber 
threat of the United States. And the ex
clusion of Backfire from the SALT lim
its exaggerates the vulnerability of a 
relatively defenseless North America to 
heavy bomber attack. 

In addition, the massive Soviet civil 
defense program and the extensive So
viet activity in developing and deploy
ing new antiballistic missiles in violation 
of the ABM treaty add further to the 
strategic impact of Soviet defenses. 

The failure of U.S. negotiators to ob
tain an agreement with Russia which 
would limit Russian strategic defensive 
systems, and their corresponding failure 
to include the most potent Russian 
bomber while carefully counting the 
most obsolete and useless American 
bombers, combine to produce a result to
tally inconsistent with the doctrine of 
mutual assured destruction and clearly 
at odds with the principle of equal ag
gregates. 

Russia will be in a position to strike 
North America with impunity in a 
bomber attack, whereas without B-1, it 
is doubtful that more than a few U.S. 
bombers could complete their mission. 

All this within the cosmetic equal ag
gregates of SALT II. 

BACKFIRE NOT LIMITED 

The Backfire is a bomebr capable of 
reaching the United States. The air
craft is 2% times heavier than the U.S. 
theater nuclear bomber, the FB-111A. 
Its payload and unrefueled range are 
both only about 10 percent below the 
B-52. 

Russia, throughout the negotiation of 
the SALT II agreement, insisted that 
the Backfire was not an intercontinental 
weapon and was deployed in a theater 
nuclear and maritime role. Their posi
tion prevailed, and the Backfire is not 
included in the total aggregates speci
fied in the proposed SALT II ·agreement. 

But the point is not whether the Back
fire is deployed for theater nuclear mis
sions or whether it is deployed for inter
continental missions. The fact is that 
the Backfire is capable of an intercon
tinental mission. Not only is it capable, 
but it could prove highly effective in an 
intercontinental mission, especially 
since, as I have noted before, there is 
very little in the way of air defense pro
tecting North America.. 

Further, since Backfire can attack the 
United States and since this aircraft is 
comparable to the B-52, many of which 
are in the Arizona boneyard yet are 
counted, Backfire should also be counted 
in the equal aggregates specified in the 
SALT II treaty. But it is not. 

Mr. Brezhnev has provided President 
Carter an unsigned letter stating that 
Backfire production will not exceed the 
present rate of 30 aircraft per year, and 
that the bomber will not be used against 
the United States. Yet by 1985 Russia will 
still have at least 400 Backfire aircraft. 
Mr. Brezhnev's unsigned letter does not 
provide a. defense. 

CRUISE MISSILES LIMITED 

The United States has achieved 
some advantage in developing cruise mis
sile technology for the accurate targeting 
of a variety of types of cruise missiles. 
The Soviet Union has long possessed 
cruise missiles, both ground-launched 
and sea-launched. Chiefly, the Soviet 
Union has relied on the SS-N-3, the 
SS-C-2, and the SS-N-12. The Soviet 
Union has tested an air-launched cruise 
missile with the Backfire bomber. 

Nevertheless, Russian cruise missile 
technology is thought to be behind 
American technology in the same type 
svstems. On the other hand, to reach 
high value targets in the United States 
with sea-launched or air-launched cruise 
missiles, Soviet launch vehicles are not 
required to penetrate defenses to the 
same depth as are U.S. delivery systems. 

In short, because of basic geography, 
cruise missiles launched against the So
viet Union would be required to travel 
greater distances to reach their targets, 
than cruise missiles launched against 
the United States. 

Article II of the protocol to the SALT 
II treaty prohibi·ts deployment of 
ground- or sea-launched cruise missiles 
with a range in excess of 600 kilometers. 
As previously noted, it is not clear what 
will happen to existing Soviet ground
and sea-launched cruise missile systems 
with ranges in excess of 600 kilometers.---
360 miles-but it is clear th'at the devel
opment by the United States of sea
launched and ground-launched cruise 
missiles will be slowed. If the protocol is 
extended, as it is likely to be, these sys
tems will be stopped. 

Article IV, section 14 of the proposed 
SALT II treaty provides that neither 
party may deploy a number of air
launched cruise missiles more than the 
product of 28 and the number of air
craft equipped to launch cruise missiles. 

The second agreed statement to article 
IV, section 14 states thaJt, in the case of 
the B-52, not more than 20 cruise mis
siles will be permitted on each B-52 
equipped to launch cruise missiles. 

Yet neither the Backfire nor the new 
advanced Soviet bomber now under de
velopment are subject to the 20 missile 
limit. Again, with an appearance of 
equality, in fact, asymmetry is imposed 
by the SALT II treaty. 

Moreover, a limit of twenty cruise mis
siles per B-52 is likely to present a man
ageable threat to Russia. The intense 
air defense systems of the Soviet Union 
could permit the Russians to defend suc
cessfully against that level of cruise mis
sile attack. 
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The SA-5, the SA-10, and the SA-X-3 
are all likely systems for downing cruise 
missiles. Similarly, the "look-down 
shoot-down" capabilities of the MIM-23/ 
27's, the forward-looking infrared capa
bilities of the MIG-25, and the battle 
management systems of Soviet AWACS 
and netted radars further enhance Rus
sian defense against the cruise missile. 
Finally, new types of antiaircraft guns 
and other new technologies could pro
vide terminal defenses to negate the U.S. 
cruise missile potential. 

Yet the B-1 scrapped on the basis that 
the cruise missile made the new bomber 
unnecessary. 

MODERNIZATION 

The SALT I interim agreement, in a 
loosely worded provision, sought to limit 
increases in the size of light ICBM's. At 
that time, the predecessor missiles to 
the SS-17 and SS-19, that is, the SS-11 
and SS-13, had throw weights of approx
imately 2,000 pounds. SALT I purported 
to hold the Soviets to missiles of that 
size, when in fact, under the definition 
of light missiles in SALT I the Soviet 
Union managed to develop both the SS-
17 and SS-19, the former with a throw 
weight of 7,000 pounds and the latter 
with a throw weight of 8,000 pounds
both more than three times larger in 
throwweight than the light missiles they 
replaced. 

SALT II has solved the embarrassing 
problem for U.S. negotiators created by 
these two new heavy Soviet ICBM's sim
ply by including both as "light missiles" 
and failing to define a light missile. This 
clever feat of draftsmanship does not 
change the fact that these two new 
heavY ICBM's are aimed at the United 
States, nor does it change that fact that 
no apparent effort was made by the 
United States in SALT II to gain a 
counter advantage to that obtained by 
Russia in developing these missiles con
trary to the intent of SALT I. 

I raise this issue fully realizing that 
it is now a matter of history, because 
I believe the definition of permissible 
modernization set forth in the SALT II 
agreement will permit the Soviet Union 
to field its new fifth generation of 
IBCM's. These fifth generation missiles 
are well along in their development and 
will be available for deolovment well 
before the expiration of SALT n. 

In my judgment, at least three new 
ICBM's will be introduced by Russia 
in the near future, and if it has been 
approved by the Senate, SALT II will 
have no effect in prohibiting their de
ployment. 

This latter fact results from the loose 
definition of modernization of missiles 
set forth in article IV, section 9 and in 
the understandings thereto. These three 
new "modernized" ICBM's would be in 
addition to the one new light ICBM 
which is specifically permitted to be 
flight-tested or deployed under the 
treaty. 

This latter provision permitting de
ployment of a new ICBM before· 1985 is 
of limited value to the United States be-
cause it is now obvious that the MX mis
sile program has been sufficiently de
layed to make a provision for its depl'OY-
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ment during the term of SALT II of little 
consequence. The earliest date now esti
mated for MX is 1986. 

Finally, in connection with the issue 
of strategic missile modernization and 
deployment of new types of light ICBM's, 
it must be understood that under the 
provisions of article IV, section 7 of the 
proposed treaty, the United States would 
not be permitted to ''develop, test, or de
ploy ICBM's" which have a launch 
weight or throw weight greater than the 
throw weight of our langest missile which 
is 8,000 pounds, a value substantially 
equivalent to that of the SS-17 and SS-
19, and one-half the Soviet upper limit 
established by the 16,000 pound throw 
weight of the SS-18. 

Secretary of Defense Brown testified 
that this and other provisions of the 
treaty grant Russia the special right to 
308 SS-18's but forbid the United States 
to have any ICBM's of comparable size. 

We must understand further that in
asmuch as the word "light" is nowhere 
defined in the treaty, the Soviet Union 
is free to deploy one new "light" ICBM 
of a size limited only by the provisions 
of article IV, section 7, namely, limited 
only be the unspecified launch weight or 
throw weight of the massive SS-19. 

COLD LAUNCH 

Russia has developed the ability to re
load rapidly missile silos. Both the SS-18 
and the SS-17 are launched by com
pressed gas; their rocket motors do not 
fire until the missile has left the silo. 
The silo is thereafter reusable and can 
be reloaded in a process requiring no 
more than a few hours. 

The SALT II agreement imperfectly 
seeks to curtail the rapid reloadability 
of Soviet rocket forces. The SALT II 
agreement, in its article IV, section 5, 
provides that ICBM "launcher deploy
ment areas" are not to be equipped with 
missiles excess to "normal deployment, 
maintenance, training, and replacement 
requirements." It further provides that 
neither party is to "develop, test, or de
ploy .systems for rapid reload of ICBM 
launchers." 

The Soviet Union-according to Dr. 
William Perry, Undersecretary of De
fense for Research and Development-
has already developed the capability for 
rapid reload of ICBM launchers. The 
prohibition contained in the treaty will, 
therefore, only inhibit the United 
States. 

Additionally, I note that, unlike many 
other provisions of the treaty, this crit
ical provision does not have the normal 
laundry list of agreed statements and 
common understandings. Only the term 
"normal deployment requirements" is 
defined to prohibit additional missiles 
immediately at an ICBM launch site. 
Other terms are not defined. "Launcher 
deployment area" is not defined. "Nor
mal-maintenance, training, and re
placement requirements" are not defined. 
It becomes, then, entirely a question of 
subjective judgment as to what consti
tutes a violation of this provision of the 
treaty. 

Russia is free to define normal de
ployment practices, especially with re
spect to maint~nance, training, and re
placement requirements, in such a man-

ner as to generate a reload capability 
of strategic significance. 

Frankly, the Senate would display 
great naivete if it were to believe that 
the Soviet Union would have invested 
the development effort it has into cold 
launch techniques if it did not intend 
to take advantage of those techniques 
regardless of a poorly drafted treaty pro
vision which seeks to restrict their use. 
We already have seen the Russian use 
of ambiguity to skirt the terms of SALT 
I. 

Indeed, a first step in a strategic con
frontation by the Soviet Union seeking 
to gain a diplomatic advantage could 
well be to move excess reload missiles 
to the vicinity of a launch site in the 
moment of crisis. At that stage, the 
treaty provision would have little mean
ing. 

VERIFICATION 

The problem I have just outlined with 
respect to rapid reload and cold launch 
technique typifies the type of issue which 
is fundamentally not subject to verifica
tion without ongoing, onsite inspection. 

The Soviet Union stretched, if not vio
lated the terms of SALT I. Some of the 
violations were discovered in a timely 
fashion, some were not, and some may 
yet remain to be discovered. Secretary 
of Defense Brown stated to the Com
mittee on Armed Services that we must 
consider the likelihood that the Soviets 
would violate the treaty. 

Yet, SALT II, a far more complicated 
and detailed agreement than was SALT 
I, is in the same degree far more com
plex and onerous in its verification. This 
lis apparent in the provisions in the 
treaty which seek to require functional
ly related observable differences and ex
ternally observable differences which 
are, in effect, admissions of defeat in an 
effort to verify by National Technical 
Mean.s. In such instances, in fact, we 
are simply trusting the Russians to be 
honest with us in telling us what they 
are doing. 

The administration has recognized 
that Soviet compliance with the pro
posed SALT II treaty cannot be verified 
with certainty. The administration has 
proposed a legalistic and definitional 
solution to this real problem by simply 
redefining what is an acceptable degree 
of verification. The administration has 
postulated acceptance of a standard of 
verification based on adequacy in lieu 
of certainty. 

But all witnesses seem to agree that 
even to achieve "adequate" verification 
we must rely on the permission of third 
countries to establish and maintain 
monitoring sites. This is a thin reed on 
which to rest a matter of such im
portance. 

NATIONAL STRATEGY AND TRUE PARITY 

The United States has long accepted 
the basic concept of parity with the 
Soviet Union in strategic forces but the 
United States now has moved r~pidly to 
the new concept of "essential equival
ence" with Soviet strategic force a doc
trine which permits accepta~ce of 
strategic inferiority. 

True parity is an acceptable condi
tion. Obviously, it is not as desirable as 
superiority. However, the concept o! 
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parity has been in SALT II confused 
with the principle of "equal aggregates." 
This confusion results from the incor
rect assumption that if aggregate num
bers are equal, then parity is achieved. 

The United States, as a matter of doc
trine, adheres quite rightly to a policy 
of deterrence and retaliation. The United 
.states, as a matter of doctrine and as 
an outgrowth of the democratic process, 
will not initiate a nuclear war. 

Because the United States relies only 
on retaliation as a deterrent to attack 
by an opponent, it must have either 
more weapons than its opponent or it 
must have survivable weapons. Of the 
two choices, survivable weapons are 
preferable. 

To achieve parity, then, the United 
States must have more rather than less 
or must have survivable weapons rather 
than vulnerable weapons. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Sta1f, Gen. David C. Jones, and the Chief 
of Naval Operations, Adm. Thomas B. 
Hayward, have both testified that the 
United States will not even be able to 
maintain essential equivalence, much 
less parity, during the term of SALT II. 

I do not suggest a change in a wise pol
icy seeking to avert nuclear war by re
fusing the option to plan for initiating a 
first strike. I do believe, however, that, in 
assessing SALT II and the facade of 
equal aggregates which would be estab
lished by it, we must continually bear in 
mind that simple equality in numbers 
does not provide parity in strategic ca
pability. This I view as a fundamental 
defect in SALT II and in the SALT proc
ess itself as conducted in recent years. 

ASSURED MUTUAL DESTRUCTION 

I have always felt that mankind would 
benefit from the development of defen
sive systems designed to counter nuclear 
weapons. To me defending against weap
ons of mass destruction has always 
seemed a desirable goal. 

I have discovered, however, that there 
are those who prefer to seek to prevent 
nuclear war by guaranteeing the total 
destruction of both Russia and the 
United States in the event war did occur. 
I obviously appreciate and approve the 
motive behind this doctrine, a doctrine 
which is known under the acronym 
"MAD" for mutually assured destruc
tion. The motive is the prevention of 
war. I question, however, that the doc
trine will work if the destruction of one 
side can be assured while that of the 
other cannot. 

The United States has dismantled all 
strategic defenses. On the other hand, 
Russia has developed and expanded its 
ability to defend its people. In fact, Sec
retary of Defense Brown testified that 
Russia has spent $100 billion on its 
strategic defenses. 

The pervading influence of the doc
trine of mutually assured destruction on 
the American side of the negotiating 
table has produced a proposed treaty 
which purports to limit strategic offen
sive arms, but does not limit strategic de
fensive arms. This I consider important. 

TECHNOLOGY BREAKOUT 

During the SALT process the United 
States has moved from a position of su
periority to a position of vulnerability. 

For every offense, we are told, there is 
a defense. Many of us-and certainly, I 
include myself in this category-believed 
that the intercontinental ballistic mis
sile was the ultimate weapon for which 
there could never be devised a defense 
to protect man and return our endan
gered planet to a condition of relative 
security. This belief no doubt spawned 
the nation of hostage populations and 
averting war through assuring destruc
tion in the event of war. 

Radically new technologies may offer 
during the term of SALT II a radically 
new defense against ballistic missiles. 

The press with increasing frequency 
has discussed the possibility of space
based laser systems designed to destroy 
ICBM's in flight. The press has discussed 
with increasing frequency the advanced 
state of existing technology which could 
be utilized in a laser system designed to 
destroy an ICBM during initial boost. 
Other media accounts have discussed the 
potential of high-energy particle beam 
weapons and have predicted the use of 
these weapons in terminal defense of 
high-value targets. · 

Russia is reported by some to possess 
already the ability to blind U.S. recon
naissance satellites with laser light. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the 
Soviet Union is vigorously pursuing all 
aspects of new defensive technologies. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the 
Soviet Union is seeking to take full ad
vantage of any related Western technol
ogy it can obtain. 

As I see it, during the evolution of 
these new strategic defensive systems, 
one of two things can occur. Either the 
United States will achieve technological 
breakthrough first and deploy a related 
weapon system first, or Russia will 
achieve a technological breakthrough 
first-or exploit a Western break
through-and deploy a related weapon 
system first. 

In the former case, no doubt a similar 
system will soon be deployed by Russia, 
and parity could be maintained in a 
world less subject to nuclear destruction. 

In the latter case, Russia could seize 
the unilateral advantage obtained and 
deny to the United States a similar sys
tem. Under SALT II, Russia would have 
a sumcient advantage in strategic offen
sive systems to deny the American de
ployment of a new technology Russia 
achieved first, because the remaining of
fensive deterrent left to the United States 
under SALT II could be countered by the 
new high-technology defensive system. 

Achieving technological breakthrough 
in defense against the SLBM and 
ICBM, Russia would be certain to use any 
advantage to the hilt, and if put in a 
position to dictate terms in SALT III by 
having achieved a new defense, Russia 
would undoubtedly require the United 
States to forgo a similar advanced 
development. 

This fact is a great danger of SALT II. 
SUMMARY 

First. SALT II cannot be considered 
alone. It must be evaluated against a 
background of greater Soviet military 
might and global expansion. Would rati
fication of this unequal treaty constitute 
new evidence of U.S. acquiescence? 

Second. What has happened since the 
SALT I agreement was signed 7 years 
ago? Russia has achieved a massive mil
itary buildup in both conventional and 
nuclear weapons, has spent, according to 
Secretary of Defense Brown, more than 
$100 billion on strategic defenses, and 
has deployed the most powerful of all 
missiles, the SS-18. SALT II gives the 
Soviets special and unmatched rights to 
308 of these heavy intercontinental bal
listic missiles. 

Third. Militarily, the United States is 
much weaker today compared with Rus
sia than was the situation 7 years ago. 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Gen. David c. Jones, stated cate
gorically, in replying to a question by 
me during the Armed Services Commit
tee hearings, that SALT I lulled the 
American people into a false sense of 
security. Why should we expect anything 
different from SALT II? 

Fourth. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
while supporting the treaty, advised the 
treaty negotiators that a limitation on 
cruise missiles is not in the best inter
ests of the United States. That view did 
not prevail. 

Fifth. The United States is limited to 
20 air-launched cruise missiles for bomb
ers; Russia is likewise limited for its Bi
sons and Bears. Both countries are un
limited on the number of cruise missiles 
on a new bomber. The difference, how
ever, is this: General Jones testified that 
Russia, during the life of the treaty will 
have a new bomber, but that the United 
States will not. 

Sixth. The treaty counts U.S. manned 
bombers, but it does not cover the mas
sive Soviet air defense system which vir
tually negates the American bomber 
threat. By 1985 our bombers will not be 
able to penetrate effectively these de
fenses, according to testimony by Sec
retary of Defense Brown. 

Seventh. The treaty does not count 
the Soviet Backfire bomber, yet this air
craft is capable of attacking the United 
States. 

Eighth. Russia has 1,000 strategic 
weapons not covered by SALT II. Since 
the 6 systems of which these 1,000 are a 
part are not covered under the treaty, 
the number could grow virtually without 
limit. 

Ninth. The treaty will not prevent the 
Soviet Union from deploying a new fifth 
generation of ICBM's. 

Tenth. The treaty will permit both 
sides to deploy "modified" new ICBM's, 
but on the U.S. side the new missiles 
must not exceed a throw weight of 8,000 
pounds while Russia's new missiles would 
be allowed up to 16,000 pounds in throw 
weight. 

Eleventh. The ban in the treaty on de
veloping rapid-reloading launchers will 
not apply to Russian launchers of this 
type which already exist. We have none. 

Twelfth. The SALT I Treaty was sim
ple and uncomplicated in tts terms, yet 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency found that Russian "conceal
ment activities associated with strategic 
weapons programs increased subs tan
tially." SALT II is far more complex 
and detailed than SALT I and therefore 
more dimcult to verify and far easier to 
violate deliberately and to conceal that 
action. 
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Thirteenth. Defensive weapons are not 

covered by the treaty. Yet it would per
mit the Soviet Union to have a first 
strike offense with the potential to knock 
out the bulk of our strategic forces. The 
United States itself has virtually no de
fenses to an attack. It was decided years 
ago that this Nation would rely on its 
ability to retaliate to forestall an at
tack. But with U.S. offensive forces 
strictly curtailed by the treaty, Russia 
~s left free to spend much of its military 
budget on defensive systems-including 
systems in space if it so desires-thus 
sharply reducing the retaliatory threat. 

Fourteenth. As part of SALT I the 
U.S. Senate on September 14, 1972, ap
proved the Jackson amendment requiring 
equality in intercontinental strategic 
forces in negotiating SALT II, meaning 
equality of numbers of launchers taking 
into account throw weight. The amend
ment stated that-

were the surviva.b111ty o! the strategic 
deterrent forces o! the United States to be 
threatened as the result o! such !allure of 
equality, this could jeopardize the supreme 
national interest of the United States . ... 

Yet, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, General Jones, stated categori
cally that in terms of numbers of launch
ers and taking into account throw
weight the United States does not have 
equality in intercontinental strategic 
forces. 

At the beginning of this speech I 
cited two basic issues: 

One, does approval of SALT II en
hance the security of the United States 
and our free allies? In my judgment, it 
does not. 

Two, does it confirm Russia's strategic 
superiority? I have become convinced 
that it does. 

While I have no quarrel with those 
who take a different view and assign to 
them the same motives that I assign to 
myself, I have concluded that I cannot 
vote for the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Treaty as submitted to the Senate by 
the Senate by President Carter. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
there are no orders for the recognition 
of Senators on tomorrow, are there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 

Chair. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION TO
MORROW OF S. 835, APPALACHIAN 
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
orders for the recognition of Senators 
have been disposed of on tomorrow, the 

Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 183, S. 835, a bill to extend 
the Appalachian Regional Development 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION TO
MORROW OF S. 265, EQUAL AC
CESS TO JUSTICE ACT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition of the Appalachian regional 
development bill tomorrow, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 267, S. 265, the Equal Access to Jus
tice Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION TO
MORROW OF S. 1119, PLANS AND 
PROJECTS AFFECTING THE TER
RITORIES AND POSSESSIONS OF 
THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition tomorrow of the Equal Ac
cess To Justice Act, the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 221, 
S. 1119, a bill to direct the Secretary 
of the Interior to report to Congress 
on plans or projects affecting the terri
tories and possessions of the United 
States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR PROXMIRE ON WEDNES
DAY, AUGUST 1, 1979, AND THURS
DAY, AUGUST 2, 1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that on 
Wednesday and Thursday, after the two 
leaders have been recognized under the 
standing order, Mr. PROXMIRE be recog
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate completes its business today 
it stand in recess until the hour of 10 
a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

clared a basic tenet of the present ad
ministration's foreign policy. 

One of the ways this increased em
phasis has taken form is through a re
_structuring of the Department of State's 
institutional attention to human rights. 
With the encourgament of Congress, a 
Bureau of Human Rights and Human
itarian Affairs was created in 1977 to 
specifically address the issue of interna
tional human rights. 

Another manifestation of this renewed 
human rights interest is the examina
tion of U.S. bilateral economic assist
ance programs to assure that such aid 
benefits the needy people of that nation 
and does not strengthen the hold of 
repressive governments. "Economic over
sight" of human rights violations has 
also been legislated through such meas
ures as the Omnibus International Fi
nancial Institution Act of 1977. This act 
requires our representatives to advance 
the cause of human rights with their 
voice and vote in the int-ernational fi
nancial institutions, including seeking to 
channel assistance toward nations not 
guilty of human rights violations. 

A third example in this far from con
clusive list of renewed human rights 
commitments are the recent passage of 
human rights treaties including the In
ternational Convention on the Political 
Rights of Women and the Inter-Amer
ica Convention on the Granting of Politi
cal Rights to Women. 

Yet, while all these acts have demon
strated our Nation's concern for human 
life, there remains a major omission. The 
late Senator Hubert Humphrey summar
ized this omission well: 

At a. time when support !or human rights 
has assumed its proper role a.s a central 
tenet of American foreign policy, even the 
moral leadership which the United States 
could exercise in this critical area. is di
minished by our failure to ratify numerous 
human rights covenants, including that 
most fundamental o! documents-the Gen

,ocide Convention. 

Mr. President, the Genocide Conven
tion is a most fundamental document of 
human rights. And even though we have 
made many other steps toward further
ing the cause of human rights, our fail
ure to ratify this particular treaty only 
serves to call into question the extent 
of our commitment to human life. 

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to rati
-fy the Genocide Convention. Let us up
hold our increased commitment to the 

. integrity of life. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE NEED FOR The assistant legislative clerk pro-

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
United States has long been an advocate 
of human rights. The notion of protect
ing the vital integrity of all human 
beings, regardless of race, religion, or 
nationality, has been an underlying cur
rent in American foreign policy for many 
years. 

In recent times, however, this concern 
has come to play more than just a sup
porting role. In fact, new emphasis' and 
new concern for human rights was de-

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SOVIET OPPOSITION TO SALT II 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 

Soviet Union has signed the SALT II 
Treaty and the issue now is whether the 
Senate will give its advise and consent 
to ratification of the treaty. 
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As we engage in the ratification proc
ess, we will be deluged by the views of 
various American proponents and oppo
nents of SALT II. And we have been sub
jected to gratuitous admonitions from 
Soviet proponents. However, less obvious 
is the view of the Soviet opponents of 
SALT II. We in the Senate should be 
aware that, indeed, there have been 
Soviet opponents to the SALT process 
from the very beginning of the SALT 
negotiations in 1969, and that there are, 
today, substantial forces in the Soviet 
Union which hope that this U.S. Senate 
does not ratify the SALT treaty. 

There is substantial evidence that 
after the humiliation of the Russians in 
the Cuban missile crisis, the Soviet mili
tary and Soviet party leadership em
barked on a strategy to achieving stra
tegic superiority so that such humilia
tion would never occur again. They also 
felt they must deal with the growing 
threat from Communist China. As the 
hearings before the Foreign Relations 
and Armed Services Committees demon
strate, Soviet tactical and strategic 
forces now have drawn level with the 
West and, with respect to some strate
gic indicators, may have overtaken the 
West or will do so by the time of the so
called "strategic window" of the 1980's. 

One of the principal arguments of the 
proponents of SALT II is that ratifica
tion of the treaty will allow the United 
States an opportunity to catch up in 
those areas of strategic forces where 
necessary, and to maintain the overall 
essential equivalence with the Soviet 
Union in strategic forces that now 
exists. One of the principal arguments 
of the Senate opponents of SALT II is 
that the Soviets are now ahead of the 
United States in strategic capability and 
we cannot afford to ratify SALT II. I do 
not share the view that the Soviet strate
gic forces are superior to those of the 
United States; but I do share the view 
that without SALT II we will be engaged 
in an apparent endless arms race with 
the Soviet Union to maintain strategic 
parity. 

We should be fully aware in the SALT 
ratification debate that there are sub
stantial and influential groups in the 
Soviet Union which would favor a con
tinued and endless arms race with the 
United States in both tactical and stra
tegic nuclear forces, as well as conven
tional forces. These groups are primarily 
centered in the military, and the deep 
sense of insecurity which drives these 
groups appears to stem from the purge 
by Stalin of Russian military leadership 
in 1937-38 and Stalin's massive dismissal 
of military leaders in 1949-52. 

The history of these anti-SALT, anti
arms control groups within the Soviet 
power structure has been concisely and 
authoritatively traced by Roy Medvedev, 
a Soviet dissident historian, in a report 
recently published in the London Ob
server. That report, centering on the 
differences in the Soviet hierarchy over 
the SALT II agreement, was republished 
in the Sunday, July 29, 1979, edition of 
the Washington Star in a front page ar
ticle entitled "Soviet Policy Reported 
Reversed by SALT II." 

The reversal of Soviet policy which his
torian Medvedev finds to have occurred, 

is "the abandonment of the earlier goal 
of superiority ('to catch up and over
take') in favor of that of 'parity'." 

If the analysis of historian Medvedev 
is correct, and I personally believe it is 
both authoritative and substantially 
meritorious, then it supplies strong evi
dence that the ratification of SALT II 
will ensure the parity and essential 
equivalence of Soviet and U.S. strategic 
forces. Equally important, I believe that 
rejection of SALT II would have pro
found effect on the internal power struc
ture of the Soviet Union, a profound ef
fect that probably would be adverse to 
the national security of the United 
States. 

Because of the obvious importance of 
the effect of the ratification of SALT II 
and the status of the current Senate de
bate on ratification, I ask unanimous 
consent that the entire text of t'his ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD for con
sideration by each of us. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOVIET POLICY REPORTED REVERSED BY SALT II 

(By Roy Medvedev) 
Ma.ny articles are now appearing in the 

Soviet press about the opponents of SALT II 
in the American Senate and their attempts 
to stop ratification. Less obvious is the fact 
that there were strenuous behind-the-scenes 
arguments in the Soviet Union before the 
treaty was put forward for signature. 

Under the American system of govern
ment the decisive debate continues after the 
president's signing of a treaty. In Russia the 
argument all happened before the signing, 
although what was said may never come to 
light. 

The enemies of detente have certainly 
made their presence felt inside the Soviet 
party leadership. Differences over Soviet 
President and Communist Party Chairman 
Leonid Brezhnev's policy were a reason !or 
the removal !rom the Politburo of Pyotr She
lest in 1972 and Alexander Shelepin in 1975. 
Critics of SALT II in the presenrt; Politburo 
appear to have included Mikhail Suslov and 
Ivan Grishin. It also seems thSJt the minis
ter of defense, Dmitri Ustlnov, and the KGB 
chief, Yurl Andropov, were able to drag out 
the preliminary negotiations on SALT by 
submitting endless details for expert 
approval. 

It is unclear whether Foreign Minister 
Andrei Gromyko was involved in their efforts. 
But he too managed to spin out the talks 
under different pretexts, and his recent dec
laration that the Soviet Union wlll not coun
tenance any amendments by the Senate can 
only have been premeditated. He is too old a 
hand not to have realized that It was bound 
to antagonize Congress and prejudice the 
chances of ratification. 

One naturally asks: Wouldn't a hitch in 
ratific8Jt1on favor a particular Moscow power 
group, especially at a moment of possible 
leadership changes? Some attentive observers 
have already sensed a link between certain 
events and attempts to complicate the SALT 
negotiations. 

Thus 1977 saw provocatively timed arreSits 
of well-known dissidents on the eve of the 
arrival in Moscow of Secretary of State Cyrus 
Vance (whose SALT mission was doomed in 
advance because of President Carter's human 
rights statements) . 

And in 1978, several times postponed, the 
trials of Yurt Orlov, Alexander Ginzburg and 
Anatoly Shcharansky finally opened. The 
event coincided with talks between Vance 
and Gromyko in Geneva. The trials obliged 
Carter to take a number of economic and 
pol1t1cal actions, with the result that many 
people thought that SALT II was put at risk. 

What actually happened was that Amer
ican foreign policy responses to internal 
Soviet events allowed the Soviet Union to 
take a harder line in the negotiations. 

In the event, it was the Americans who 
showed greater impatience to conclude an 
agreement. Only later did the Soviet leader
ship make a series of liberal gestures (the 
exchange of political prisoners, the easing of 
Jewish emigration) that were obviously cal
culated to create a more favorable atmos
phere in the American Congress. 

All the same, the treaty as signed 1n Vienna 
is a compromise between its supporters and 
opponents in the Soviet ruling elite, and a 
check to its ratification could be a defeat !or 
the principal supporters of Brezhnev's poli
cies, as well as a political and strategic set
back for the United States administration. 

A quick comparison of the growth (both 
quantitative and qualitative) of American 
and Soviet strategic potential between 1970 
and 1979 suggests that the present position 
of relative equality is due to the latter's more 
rapid development, and that in 1980-82 the 
balance will turn into a clear advantage !or 
Russia. 

Watching the debate on SALT II in Amer
ica, one has the impression that it is mainly 
those who buy weapons (the administration, 
some senator m111tary figures) who are "pro" 
the treaty, and those who sell weapons (the 
defense industry and Its lobbies) who are 
"anti.'' 

In Russia such disagreements can be 
gauged only indirectly. The armed forces and 
the military-industrial complex have clearly 
been against arms limitation, while the eco
nomic planners and all those concerned with 
nonmmtary industry, consumer goods pro
duction and the development of agriculture, 
have been for it. 

Modern weapons are becoming an increas
ing brake on the development of the Soviet 
civil economy. Whereas 10 to 15 years ago 
many m111tary-1ndustrial enterprises assisted 
tn the production of ordinary consumer 
goods, the picture has now changed. 

In 1960-67 it was quite normal, given the 
difficulty of fulfilling economic plans to 
order many kinds of "peaceful equipment" 
(tractor parts, for example) from m111tary 
factories. Army construction battalions even 
built ordinary civtl1an apartment blocks in 
Moscow and other cities. Now the reverse is 
more common: enterprises producing for the 
civil economy often receive military orders 
!or special components and spares. 

Lack of finance or technology has caused 
the production of consumer goods to !all be
hind plans (not to mention demand) !or 
five or six years now. The economy is suffer
ing !rom lack of sk1lled labor, the rate of 
increase in consumer goods output has 
sharply declined, and agricultural produc
tion is in a state of stagnation that makes it 
impossible to keep pace with the urban pop
ulation increase. 

As a result, those responsible !or these 
branches of the economy, as well as the party 
leaders at republic and regional level (who 
have no concern for international politics) 
have a strong interest in reducing military 
spending and improving the financing of the 
civil economy. 

But the armed forces and the m111tary in
dustry can advance powerful arguments 
through their representatives in the Pollt
buro. One must not forget that in 1941-45 
a large part of the Soviet Union endured 
enemy occupation from which it was freed 
only at the price of huge human and ma
terial losses. The mlUtary decided that only 
strategic superiority could guarantee future 
security. 

Another ground for the political influence 
of the military is the huge losses they 
suffered in the Stalinist terror of 1937-8. 
Nearly nine out of every 10 generals were 
arrested and shot in that period-men 
famous since the revolution. 

Nearly every military district chief, nearly 
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every official ln the army political director
ate, numerous admirals, six deputy commis
sars of defense, the head of every military 
academy and many chiefs of m111tary plan
ning statfs were disposed of. 

Suffice it to say that o! 199 divisional 
commanders on active duty in 1936, 136 were 
arrested and shot ln 1937-8. No army in a 
single war could lose so many senior com
manders. 

After the war Josef Stalin systematically 
retired all those commanders who had been 
promoted and become famous, beginning 
with the most famous of all Georgi Zhukov. 
When Stalin died it was these men who be
came mainly responsible for the liquidation 
of the Lavrenti Berta group and for strength
ening the power of Nikita Khrushchev. 

In 1957 it was Zhukov as minister of de
fense who assured Khrushchev of victory 
over the politically more influential group of 
Vyacheslav Molotov, Georgi Malenkov, Lazar 
Kaganovich and Nikolai Bulganin. 

Similarly, in 1964 it was the army which 
helped the party group that organized 
Khrushchev's removal after he had lost its 
support. (The removal was prepared by Sus
lov, who was supported by the party appara
tus, and by Shelepin using the KGB. But it 
was Brezhnev who emerged as leader, with 
m111tary support). 

A "NEVER-AGAIN" MENTALITY 

These actions by the military to create the 
sort of party leadership and security service 
they wanted were a direct reaction to the 
repression of 1937-38 and the mass dismis
sals of 1949-52. They and the mliitary-indus
trial complex determined never again to be 
in a position of total dependence on the party 
dictatorship and to acquire real influence in 
national decision-making. 

However, in the post-war period the Soviet 
Union was technologically and economically 
weak. The West had absolute strategic and 
economic superiority and could conduct 
policy !rom a position of strength, a !act 
driven home by Russia's humiliation in the 
Cuban missile crisis. After Cuba, the mllitary 
apparatus received a much broader base for 
its development and priority in the use of 
national resources. 

The object of this was t he achievement of 
strategic superiority, particularly in view of 
the growing threat !rom China. In 1977- 79 
Soviet tactical and strategic forees for prac
tical purposes drew level with those of the 
west and in some cases overtook them. 

The SALT II agreement signifies the slow
ing down of this tendency and the abandon
ment of the earlier goal of superiority ("to 
catch up and overtake") in favor of that of 
"parity." 

The difficulties which. arose during the 
long drawn-out negotiations over SALT were 
due to this change of aim. Brezhnev and his 
circle had to convince the mil1tary of the 
necessity of compromise, which the economic 
interest of the country in general demanded. 

In contrast to the situation in the Ameri
can Senate, no group in the Soviet Union 
could now stop SALT II ratification. Nor is 
there any likelihood that the Soviet Union 
would violate the treaty once it enters into 
force . 

But there are influential groups in -che 
USSR who would not mind at all if the U.S. 
Senate refused to ratify the treaty, since that 
would represent a fiasco for Brezhnev's 
policies. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I hope that each 
Senator, regardless of his or her position 
on SALT, will take the time to react and 
consider this most important analysis of 
the effect of the SALT process on the 
power structure of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRESIDENT CARTER 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
tomorrow President Carter will travel to 
my State of Kentucky to conduct a town 
hall meeting and to tour an electrical 
generating plant that is among the Na
tion's leaders in the clean use of coal. 

This along with his program for syn
thetic fuels, greater coal use, and limits 
on foreign imports, demonstrates the 
President's commitment to an energy 
policy that will establish this Nation's 
independence from any cartel. 

Without doubt, energy is the most 
complex and perplexing problem to come 
before the Senate since I arrived here in 
1973, and no matter what policy is pur
sued it is bound to be controversial. 

And in many cases those policies 
which are most necessary are also those 
which are the most painful and most 
unpopular. Just consider the following 
policies adopted or recommended by this 
administration. 

Import restrictions. This is absolutely 
essential for stability of the dollar, for 
reduction in our dependence on foreign 
oil, and for the continued cooperation 
and goodwill of our Western European 
allies. 

It is necessary to assure that long
range and expensive programs are not 
undermined by capricious actions of 
foreign suppliers. Yet import restrictions 
could be potentially hazardous if long 
gasoline lines appear again. 

Pricing policies. President Carter has 
embarked on a policy of correcting the 
distortions of the marketplace by bring
ing the price of the product more in line 
with its true replacement cost. This has 
been done to promote conservation and 
discourage waste and unnecess·ary use 
of foreign oil. There is not one person 
in the entire country who likes to pay 
more for gasoline at the pump, or more 
for home heating oil, or the variety of 
other products made from petroleum. 

The President has called for an Energy 
Mobilization Board and for an Energy 
Security Corporation. Some, as I do, 
think the Energy Mobilization Board 
should be stronger but the environ
mentalists and certain consumer groups 
are opposed to this Board and to the 
synthetic fuels program altogether. 
Again, any pluses are offset by the 
minuses. 

The President is moving toward great
er coal utilization, and those of us from 
coal States hope he will go much further 
much faster. But even here, where coal 
is the only short-term answer to lessen
ing our dependence on foreign oil, cer
tain groups are concerned because use of 
coal has some adverse-but certainly 
manageable-environmental side effects. 

The President, while seeking stronger 
and more effectively safety measures for 
nuclear powerplants, has refused to join 
the current popular movement of op
posing nuclear power and calling for a 

moratorium. That is always the easy 

course: Jump on the bandwagon and 
reap the political benefits. Again, the 
President has resisted the easy, popular 
course: -

Mr. President, I mention those 
examples not because I think the Presi
dent has always been right on energy. I 
have been critical at times, and I still 
have some strong con:erns about the 
latest program he enunciated. 

But I mention these policies as 
examples of how difficult and often 
unpopular the choices are that have to 
be made by the President. 

He has not chosen the easy way out, 
and he has paid a heavy price politically. 

The hard but unpopular decisions have 
been numerous under President Carter's 
administration: The Panama Canal 
treaties; Saudi Arabian arms sale; the 
Middle East policy of evenhandedness; 
the SALT II Treaty; recognition of the 
Republic of China; Labor reform, and 
many others. 

And as a member of the Appropria
tions Committee, I get a taste for what 
any President goes through in seeking 
an economic policy designed to slow in
ftation while maintaining growth and 
prosperity. 

Everybody wants a balanced budget, 
but no one wants his or her project and 
program cut. And I count myself among 
those who have been guilty of this in
consistency. 

Everybody wants inflation halted, but 
nobody wants a tight money policy or 
high interest rates. Everybody wants a 
strong national defense but few want to 
pay for it. 

I point these things out not only in 
defense of President Carter but to again 
remind my colleagues that under current 
circumstances ar.y President is going to 
make a lot of people unhappy if he makes 
any decisions at all-and he will make 
even more unhappy if he makes some 
right decisions. 

There are those within the media and 
even within the Democratic Party-in
cluding the Senate-who are ready to 
write the President's political obituary. I 
am not among them. 

I believe it is both premature and un
fair-not to mention fainthearted-to be 
jumping ship at this time. 

As I have already mentioned, many of 
the President's problems result from 
taking on tough issues which, no matter 
which side he came down on, were bound 
to make a lot of people unhappy. And 
he suffers from many things he is power
less to affect. 

The President did not raise the OPEC 
oil prices, but he is getting the blame. 
The President did not cause the fall of 
the Shah of Iran, but he is suffering the 
consequences of that revolution. The 
President did not cause the accident at 
Three Mile Island, but he is saddled with 
the antinuclear crusade. 

So I would call on my colleagues and 
the press to bring a sense of fairness to 
their critiques of the President and his 
administration. 

A fairminded evaluation would sug
gest that a great deal of his current 
political problems are either the result of 
action's beyond the President's control 
or decisions which, while necessary and 
correct, are also very unpopular. 
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All of us have disagreements with the 
President, as we would have with any 
occupant of the White House. But the 
fact that we are in disagreement on some 
issues-the fact that the President's 
standing in some popularity polls is not 
as high as it might be-does not cause 
me to abandon him and start looking for 
another candidate. 

The President is dedicated, he works 
hard, he is not afraid to make tough de
cisions, and he is certainly a well-mean
ing man of great personal integrity. 

He deserves much better than he is re
ceiving-both from the press and from 
Members of Congress. And I would say 
to my Democratic colleagues that contin
ual statements of doom and gloom can 
have a way of becoming self-fulfilling. I 
do not plan to be a party to those state
ments of abandonment, and I urge my 
colleagues to reject them. 

The statement of some Members of 
Congress and some representatives of the 
media seem to suggest to the American 
people that the difficult and painful de
cisions we face would somehow be less 
painful and less difficult under someone 
else; that some miraculous consensus 
would emerge for all the complex prob
lems we face and public sacrifice would 
not be necessary. 

These assertions are not realistic and 
do a disservice to the citizens of the 
country. 

The political obituary of Jimmy Carter 
has been written before-it proved to be 
premature. 

The political processes will unfold in 
due time. The need at present is to put 
the interest of the country first-with 
unity and support for the President. 

The need is for those of us in responsi
ble positions of leadership in the Senate 
and House to give the President a fair 
chance, reject the temptation to bail out 
of the ship when the first leak appears, 

and give him the kind of support neces
sary to solve some of the problems we are 
facing. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the or
der for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, the Senate will come in at 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. After the two 
leaders or their designees have been rec
ognized under the standing order, the 
Senate will take up the bill S. 835, to ex
tend the Appalachian Regional Devel
opment Act and title V of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act. 
There will undoubtedly be rollcall votes 
in connection with that bill or amend
ments thereto. 

Upon the disposition of that bill, the 
Senate will take up S. 265, the Equal Ac
cess to Justice Act, on which there is a 
time agreement. There will be rollcall 
votes, in all likelihood, in connection 
with that bill. 

The Senate will then go to Calendar 
Order No. 221, S. 1119, a bill to direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to report 
to the Congress on plans or projects af
fecting the territories and possessions of 
the United States. There is a time agree
ment on that measure. 

Tomorrow will be, I venture to say, a 
long day, because every effort will be 
made to dispose of those three measures, 
if at all possible, tomorrow. 

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the order previously en
tered, that the Senate stand in recess un
til 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and, at 
6: 12 p.m., the Senate recessed until to
morrow, Tuesday, July 31, 1979, at 10 
a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 30, 1979: 
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 
George Herbert Patrick Bursley, of Mary

land, to be a Member of the National Trans
portation Safety Board for the remainder of 
the term expiring December 31, 1979. 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 
Stuart M. Statler, of the District of Co

lumbia, to be a. Commissioner of the Con
sumer Product Safety Commission for a term 
of 7 years from October 27, 1979. 

The above nominations were approved sub
ject to the nominees' commitments to re
spond to requests to appear and testify be
fore any duly constituted committee of the 
senate. 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMIN

ISTRATION 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin

istration nominations beginning Herbert R. 
Lippold, Jr., to be rear admiral (upper half), 
and ending Stephen L. Carlson, to be ensign, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate on July 5, 1979, and appeared in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD Of July 9, 1979. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 
Coast Guard nominations beginning John 

P . Delong, to be chief warrant officer, W-2. 
and ending Lional R. Munsey, to be lieu
tenant (Jg). which nominations were re
ceived by the Senate and appeared in thQ 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on July 16, 1979. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Monday, July 30, 1979 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
But be ye doers ot the word, and not 

hearers only, deceiving your own selves. 
-James 1: 22. 

Heavenly Father, we laud and praise 
Your holy name that You have 
given us our traditions and history and 
the heroes and leaders who have testified 
to the faith. We thank You for all peo
ple whose words and wisdom encourage 
us and inspire us each day. 

0 gracious Lord, help us not only to 
hear the right word or listen to the truth, 
but give us the strength to demonstrate 
our beliefs in deeds of good will and acts 
of mercy to those in need. Save us from 
inaction or a lack of will, but teach us 
always to live our faith as we serve You 
and our neighbor. 

In the name of the Lord, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agreas to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill <H.R. 4057) entitled "An act to in
crease the fiscal year 1979 authorization 
for appropriations for the food stamp 
program." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 

1 equested bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.R. 4394. An act making approprls.tion~ 
for the Department of Housing and Urbe.n 
Development, and for sundry independent 
agencies, boards, commissions, corporations, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and for otber purposes; and 

H.R. 4580. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum
bia e.nd other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1980, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill <H.R. 4394) entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, and for sundry independent agen
cies, boards, commissions, corporations, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1980, and for other purposes," 
requests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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thereon, and appoints Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. SASSER, Mr. DURKIN, Mr. 
MAGNUSON, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. BELLMON, 
Mr. WEICKER, Mr. LAxALT, Mr. SCHMITT, 
and Mr. YoUNG to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
t:)enate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill <H.R. 4580) entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and for other purposes," re
quests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. DURKIN, Mr. MAGNUSOil, 
Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. SCHMITT, and Mr. 
YoUNG to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President, and upon the recom
mendations of the majority and minor
ity leaders, pursuant to Public Law 86-
42, appointed Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. McCLURE, and Mr. CHAFEE to the 
Canada-United States Interparliamen
tary Group, to be held August 9-17, 1979, 
in Canada/ Alaska. 

THE DISAPPEARANCE OF ETAN 
PATZ 

<Mr. PEYSER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, as we in 
the Congress approach our recess this 
week, I am asking that all Members do 
an act of kindness for a family in New 
York. Two months ago, 6-year-old Etan 
Patz disappeared while walking 2 
blocks to his schoolbus. A 500-man police 
search has not revealed one clue. It is 
now assumed that Etan may have been 
taken away from the New York area, and 
is somewhere in the United States. 

A poster is being delivered today to 
each Member's omce in the hope that 
each Member will be able to go home and 
give this to his local media and ask them 
if they will carry this story together 
with a description of Etan. Perhaps 
someone, somewhere, has seen this young 
man and can help bring him back to his 
family. 

MARGARET HIGGINS SANGER, 
1883-1966 

<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, as a 
young woman Margaret Higgins Sanger 
embraced the radical causes of her day
most passionately the complete emanci
pation of women. 

One of eleven children and mother of 
three children, Margaret Sanger became 
inte;es~ed in ~he issue of family planning. 
Begmnmg Wlth a series of articles in 
1913 on "What Every Girl Should Know " 
she ClUSaded zealously for birth co~
trol. In 1920 Margaret Sanger pub-

lished a book entitled ''Women and the 
New Race," which urged women to create 
their own destiny, their own roles. 

After visiting Europe to learn firsthand 
what was being done in the modem fam
ily planning clinics of England and Hol
land, Margaret Sanger founded Amer
ica's first contraceptive clinic in 1923 and 
organized similar centers in Asia. She 
lobbied to repeal a Federal law which 
classified birth control information as 
obscene. 

Berated by the political and religious 
establishment of her time, arrested for 
her militancy, Margaret Sanger confi
dently stood as a woman for all women. 

THE LATE HONORABLE JOHN B. 
BRECKINRIDGE 

<Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute). 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the name 
Breckinridge is as old or older than poli
tics and government in the Common
wealth of Kentucky, and the latest 
bearer of the name to serve in this 
Chamber, John B. Breckenridge, who 
died yesterday, added distinction and 
luster to it. 

John was not the first Breckinridge 
to serve here. Preceding him were Breck
inridges who represented Kentucky, as 
well as other States, with John Cabell 
Breckinridge, who was the youngest man 
ever elected Vice President of the United 
States, perhaps the best known in our 
early history. 

Our John Breckinridge served in three 
Congresses, the 93d through the 95th, 
and he concentrated his work on the 
subjects which were most important to 
the people of central Kentucky: agricul
ture and small business. 

But he had a distinguished prior career 
in the State-he was attorney general 
twice, an indication that the people ap
proved of his efforts and his achieve
ments in that highly important position. 
He al~o served in the general assembly, 
at a trme when innovation was needed 
and he was among the legislators wh~ 
helped move Kentucky ahead. Addition
ally, he was corporation counsel for his 
home town, Lexington, and at one time 
was a special attorney in the Antitrust 
Division of the Department of Justice 

It is a remarkable career when yo~ 
look at the total work-service on the 
local community level, in several im
portant positions on the State level, in 
Important posts on the Federal level 
~cl~ding the executive as well as the leg~ 
lSlative, and also service in assistance of 
numerous organizations and groups 
seeking public improvement. 

He served in World War II, and rose 
to colonel, and in between this service 
and. private law practice, he raised a 
family. 

His counsel was always astute, his 
efforts were never hesitant, he was eager 
to fight t~e good fight and do well at it, 
and he did do well at it. Kentucky and 
t~e Nation are better because of John's 
hfe, and we will miss him very much 
• Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I wo~ld 
be greatly remiss if I did not take this 
opportunity to recognize the untimely 

passing of the late Honorable John 
Breckinridge of Kentucky. 

John came from a great and distin
guished family. Both sides of his an
cestry were replete with men who served 
their State and country in omces of the 
public trust and confidence. Born in 1913, 
John Breckinridge, to the fullest meas
ure, came to live up to the lofty stand
ards manifested in the lives of his fore
fathers. 

Graduating from the University of 
Kentucky in 1937, John Breckinridge 
went on to pursue the study of law. World 
War II interrupted his plans to open his 
own practice, but he so distinguished 
himself under arms that he left the Army 
at the noble rank of colonel. 

His desire to continue in the family 
tradition to serve the public trust 
brought him to the Kentucky House of 
Representatives in 1956, where he re
mained until 1960. While serving in the 
Kentucky State Legislature, John led 
the fight to improve education and high
ways-a fight in which he was largely 
successful. In 1960, John left his legisla
tive post to serve as the State's attorney 
general. 

My friendship with John Breckinridge 
began when he was elected to the U.S. 
House of Representatives in 1972. Dur
ing his tenure in the "People's House," 
John Breckinridge served on the Com
mittees on Agriculture and Small Busi
ness, where he chaired the Subcommittee 
on Antitrust and Restraint of Trade Ac
tivities Affecting Small Business. 

Those of us who had the privilege to 
serve in the House with John Breckin
ridge remember him as a man of strong 
moral character and integrity, unpreten
tious in style yet committed to the rural 
interests of his beloved Kentucky, and a 
member who always kept his word. He 
was a guiding light in the founding of the 
rural caucus, the key ad hoc organiza.:. 
tion in the House which monitors agri
culture policy and makes informal rec
ommendations on farming interests to 
the House Agriculture Committee. 

John Breckinridge was a popular 
Member of the House who worked dili
gently and conscientiously for the benefit 
of Kentucky's Sixth District. 
. I join my colleagues in extending my 

smcere condolences to the family and 
friends of John Breckinridge.e 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great sadness that I rise to advise my 
colleagues of the passing of a former 
Member of this House, John Bayne 
Breckinridge, of Kentucky. John was 
stricken last evening at his home in 
Lexington. 

Although, as Congressman Breckin
ridge's successor, I was not privileged 
to serve alongside him in this Chamber 
many of my colleagues were fortunate t~ 
have done so. You will remember, no 
doubt, how hard he worked to represent 
the people of central Kentucky. I remem
ber too, but from a different perspective. 
For John Breckinridge was my Congress
man for 6 years, from 1973 to 1979. 

I had the highest regard for his hon
e~ty, integrity, scholarship, and dedica
tiOn to the principles in which he so 
strongly believed. Here was a man who 
unselfish!~ put his background, training, 
and expenence to work in the service of 



21282 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 30, 1979 

his fellow citizens throughout a long and 
outstanding career in public life. The 
fifth Breckinridge from Kentucky to 
serve in Congress, John extended his 
forebears' legacy in a way which could 
only have made them proud. 

Born in Washington, D.C., on Novem
ber 29, 1913, his path to the U.S. House 
of Representatives was an honorable one. 
John graduated from the University of 
Kentucky in 1937, and from its law 
school 2 years later. From Lexington, he 
returned to Washington in 1940 as a 
young attorney in the Department of 
Justice. The early days of World War II 
found John in the U.S. Army, and there 
too he excelled, attaining the rank of 
colonel before resigning his commission 
to return to civilian life. 

Kentucky beckoned, and so did politics. 
Several terms in the State legislature led 
to his election as Kentucky's attorney 
general. We in the State knew John to 
be an able public servant, and, therefore, 
we were pleased and proud when his 
peers elected him president of the Na
tional Association of Attorneys General. 

In 1973, John Bayne Breckinridge took 
his seat in this Chamber for the :first 
time. In January of this year, he left it 
for the last time. During the intervening 
years, John rendered an everlasting serv
ice to the Nation he loved, and to the 
people he loved. But his contribution did 
not stop there. Citizens in Kentucky's 
Sixth Congressional District continued to 
reap the benefits of John Breckinridge's 
dedication well into the 96th Congress. 
For when this Member was elected to 
succeed him, John made every effort to 
effect a smooth transition between the 
tw·o of us and our respective staffs. Party 
labels were not important to him then; 
effective representation in Washington 
for the constituents he loved was. 

Mr. Speaker, the Honorable John 
Bayne Breckinridge was a :fine Congress
man, a fine American, and a :fine man. 
I am sure my colleagues join me in ex
tending our deepest sympathy to his wife, 
Helen, and the rest of his family. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within which 
to revise and extend their remarks on the 
life, character, and public service of the 
late Honorable John B. Breckinridge. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request · of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

HAPPY BffiTHDAY, CONGRESS
WOMAN SCHROEDER 

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, we 
have just heard the distinguished gentle
woman from Colorado in another one of 
her talks about distinguished American 
women. Today happens to be her birth
day, I understand, and it seems to me 
that we ourselves have the privilege of 
having in our midst one of America's 

most distinguished women, namely, the 
Congresswoman herself. 

I do not need to recount to the Mem
bers her many achievements as a Mem
ber of this body, but I can tell the Mem
bers that before she ever came here she 
distinguished herself as a leading person 
in the field of women's rights, as an air
plane pilot, as a distinguished scholar, 
and as a wonderful mother and wife to 
her family. 

It is a great pleasure for me to be able 
tu call that to our colleagues' attention 
today. 

VOTE AGAINST ADJOURNMENT RES
OLUTION UNTIL ENERGY AND IN
FLATION PROBLEMS ARE SOLVED 

0 1210 
<Mr. LEVITAS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, later to
day the Members of the House will be 
asked to vote on an adjournment resolu
tion for the August district work period. 
I would take this time to urge my col
leagues to join with me in voting against 
that resolution. 

I think it is extremely important that 
the American people see that the Con
gress recognizes the seriousness of the 
problems with which we are faced today, 
primarily energy and inflation, and 
that we should stay on the job until we 
have gotten these problems licked. Edi
torial opinion supports this view. I think 
it is important for the Members of this 
House to respond to what the public is 
looking for and create a climate of 
confidence and end the crisis of con
fidence. 

Two editorials on this subject follow: 
(From the Atlanta Journal, July 20, 1979] 

LEAVE THE BATTLEFIELD? 

We applaud the appeal that Rep. Elllott 
Levitas of Georgia's 4th Congressional Dis
trict has made to his colleagues in the 
House, but we're not optimistic that the 
appeal wlll be heeded. 

The congressman !rom DeKalb County 
urged the House to forgo its August vaca
tion-omcially known as "August District 
Work Period" in order to mislead the voters. 

Instead of departing Washington !or home 
districts-or wherever-the members of Con
gress should remain in session in order to 
get cracking on finding solutions to the en
ergy crisis, Levitas asserted. 

"Soldiers don't go on leave when they 
are on the battlefield," the Georgian de
clared. "We must roll up our sleeves and 
go to work." 

It's an interesting thought. And as far 
as Congress has been concerned !or the past 
several months-and !or the past several 
years-there has been no energy crisis worthy 
o! the name. Congress has either resorted 
to toot-dragging on energy or it has re
jected the energy proposals put forth by 
President Carter. 

Now in the aftermath of the Camp David 
summit and the Carter national address on 
the energy crisis more people are willing to 
accept the fact that there really 1s a crisis. 

Perhaps 1! enough people accept that as 
fact. enough members of Congress will do 
the same. 

But even 1t they do, we're inclined to doubt 
that Rep. Levitas' words will be heeded. Inso
far as being soldiers on the battlefield is con-

cerned, members of Congress c. .. e noted !or 
their rear-echelon mentality. 

(From the Atlanta Constitution, July 24, 
1979] 

STAY IN SESSION 

Congress, forget the August recess. Stay in 
Washington and move forward on the press
ing issues and problems facing America. 

It is the least you can do. 
To take the entire month of August off, 

for a little resting and politicking at home 
while there's so much that urgently needs 
attending to in Washington, would be highly 
irresponsible. 

Senators and representatives, stay in ses
sion and: 

Complete work on the on profits windfall 
tax legislation. This is the money fuel needed 
to make much of President Carter's new 
energy program work. 

Proceed rapidly with consideration and/or 
approval of the aspects of Carter's energy 
program that need congressional action. 
Movement is needed now on solving the en
ergy crisis. Congress has resisted !or six years 
already in joining with the White House to 
fashion a strong energy program; the nation 
is in the energy mess it's now in because of 
that delay. To delay longer is almost criminal; 
!or sure, delay is reason to vote delaying 
congressmen and senators out of omce. 

Consider and approve or reject President 
Carter's new Cabinet appointments. All of 
them are well known and congressional con
sideration should not take long. Take action 
on them, so they and their departments will 
not linger in limbo but can move on with 
their programs. 

In addition. there are numerous other bills 
and issues-Alaskan lands bill, the SALT ll 
treaty-that Congress could make progress 
on during August, were senators and con
gressmen not wasting precious time at home. 
There was a time, when the nation was more 
settled and there was not so much coming 
down the pike, that Congress could justify 
taking the whole month of August off toes
cape Washfngton heat. But no longer. 

Stay in session during August, Congress, 
and deal with our problems-problems that 
grow more severe daily. Congressmen and 
senators, be the leaders you said you were, 
stay in Washington and work. 

It's the least you can do. 

THE ADMINISTRATION REJECTS 
HOUSE REPUBLICAN LEADER
SHIP'S PROPOSALS TO RESTORE 
HEALTH TO OUR ECONOMY 
<Mr. RHODES asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, a little 
over 2 weeks ago the House Republican 
leadership unveiled its proposals for a 
$36 billion tax cut to soften the impact 
of the oncoming recession and restore 
some health to our economy by helping 
to create more capital for use in the 
economy. The administration's response 
was a resounding "no way." 

As recently as last Wednesday night 
when President Carter held his televised 
news conference, the President said he 
intended to continue the same economic, 
monetary. and budgetary policies that 
have helped to bring on this recession. 
Since then, however, it appears that the 
President may have gone through yet 
another of his now familiar reassess
ments. According to a column in this 
morning's Washington Post, the Presi
dent is now considering the possibility 
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of a $20 billion tax cut to take effect 
in January. If this is true, I do not know 
whether to cheer or cry. On the one 
hand, a $20 billion tax cut in January is 
better than nothing. On the other hand, 
if that is all we can hope for, it will be 
another case of the Democrats charging 
to the rescue with too little and too late. 

DEADLINE FOR THE TRANSBUS DE
SIGN FOR THE HANDICAPPED AND 
ELDERLY MUST BE EXTENDED 
<Mr. ROYER asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROYER. Mr. Speaker, the recent 
firing of Secretary of Transportation 
Adams, coupled with the approaching 
October 1 deadline for the Federal man
date of the transbus design, compels me 
to speak out and request that the Acting 
Secretary of Transportation, W. Graham 
Claytor, Jr., extend that deadline. 

In 1973 Congress, pursuing a laudable 
goal, mandated that buses purchased 
with Federal money be accessible to 
handicapped and elderly persons. Ac
cordingly, the Department of Transpor
tation embarked on an ambitious plan to 
design a new bus, known as transbus, 
which would meet these requirements. 
But the Department of Transportation's 
inconsistent policies to implement this 
goal over the past decade have left the 
bus manufacturers as well as the local 
transit authorities in disarray. 

Eventually, the Department did settle 
upon an allegedly appropriate design and 
mandated that all buses purchased with 
Federal funds be trans buses. However, 
the first attempt by local transit authori
ties to purchase transbuses ended in dis
aster. Earlier this year, when a three-city 
consortium put out a bid for 530 trans
buses, no company bid on the buses. The 
mandated low floor design is simply not 
technologically or economically feasible. 
Meanwhile, the bus companies were 
manufacturing advanced design buses 
incorporating most of the features of the 
transbus, except the low floor, but includ
ing wheel chair lifts which make them 
accessible to handicapped and elderly 
persons. 

Mr. Speaker, with our current energy 
crisis, we simply cannot allow this situa
tion to continue. In hearings before the 
Subcommittee on Surface Transporta
tion we learned that America is produc
ing about 3,000 fewer transit buses per 
year then are needed. If the October 1 
deadline is not extended transit authori
ties will be precluded from purchasing 
advanced design bl4ses with Federal 
funds even though there is no acceptable 
alternative. Accordingly Mr. Speaker, I 
strongly urge Acting Secretary Claytor 
to immediately extend the deadline for 
3 years so that the advanced design buses 
can be purchased and a thorough study 
of the transbus design can be made. 

A RESOLUTION TO EXPEL CON
GRESSMAN CHARLES DIGGS TO 
BE INTRODUCED TODAY 

(Mr. LUNGREN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 

1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, this past 
Friday the chairman of the Ethics Com
mittee first announced that the motion 
to censure the gentleman from Michigan 
<Mr. DIGGS) would be taken up tomorrow. 

In view of the grave importance of this 
matter, Congressman DANNEMEYER and I 
wrote a letter--eosigned by 40 other 
Members-to the Speaker and the chair
man of the Rules Committee. 

We asked that debate on this matter 
be extended for at least 3 hours. 

We asked that a motion to expel be 
allowed to be considered as a substitute 
for the motion to censure. 

We now understand that the Rules 
Committee will not act. 

Mr. Speaker, we did not ask these 
things frivolously. 

The committee's motion to censure will 
allow only 1 hour of debate. 

One hour is not enough time to settle 
the outcome of a man's career, let alone 
set precedent for certain grave consti
tutional questions which may very well 
come up again this session. 

The committee's motion to censure will 
not allow the question of expulsion to be 
considered. 

Again, the record should be clear on 
this subject: First, because of its impor
tance on its own merits; second, because 
it may be used as a guiding precedent in 
the not too distant future. 

Mr. Speaker, in fairness to everyone 
involved and to allow a single up or down 
vote on the question of expulsion, we 
must alert the House to the fact that a 
resolution to expel will be introduced this 
afternoon for consideration of the House. 

CASE OFREPRESENTATTVE 
CHARLES C. DIGGS 

<Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, as I 
need hardly remind anyone this morning, 
the House of Representatives is sched
uled to consider tomorrow, the case of 
Representative CHARLES C. DIGGS, JR., 
and his confessed misuse of House funds. 
Having had indication earlier this morn
ing that the Rules Committee is not in
clined to offer the full membership of 
this body an opportunity to vote on a 
motion to expel, as a substitute for a 
motion to censure, it seems to me that 
there is little alternative but to offer a 
privileged motion of expulsion. 

One wishes, of course, that none of this 
had happened and that such a possibility 
would not have to be considered. How
ever, the reputation of the House of 
Representatives itself is at stake. Under 
the Constitution, one of its responsibil
ities is oversight over the expenditure of 
public funds to see that they are not mis
used· To permit one of its own Mem
bers to use those very same funds for his 
own purposes without anything more 
in the way of penalty than censure and 
mandatory repayment is to cloud that 
reputation. What with confidence in 
public officials being as low as it is, we 

cannot afford to leave the impression we 
either condone such behavior or are 
unwilling to punish it as severely as we 
would others guilty of a similar offense. 

To make matters worse, the gentle
man from Michigan, despite prior prece
dent, continues to vote while his convic
tion is on appeal. That being the case. 
anything short of expulsion suggests the 
trappings of punishment but not the 
substance. 

SOME OF THE RESPONSES 
OF HOOSIERS TO PRESIDENT 
CARTER 
<Mr. MYERS of Indiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
last Wednesday evening the President 
prefaced his news conference with a 
request of the American people that they 
contact Members of Congress. I was 
home over the weekend, and remember
ing that the President 2 weeks ago last 
night read from some remarks that the 
American people had been telling him, 
I would like to share with the Presi
dent some of the things that the people 
from Indiana told me in response to his 
request that they contact Congress. I 
share with the Members now some of 
these responses: 

The Cabinet should have asked for 
the President's resignation. 

Gasoline rationing is the moral equiv
alent to a bankrupt energy program. 

Naming Hamilton Jordan as White 
House Chief of Staff is like naming 
Gomer Pyle Secretary of State. 

I find it more and more difficult to 
listen to President Carter. Must he al
ways take the best TV shows off the air? 

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of 
others, but I will not take time to read 
them. The American people are re
sponding to the President's request, and 
I do not think those responses are quite 
what the President had anticipated. 

NO LAUGHING MATTER 
<Mr. RUDD asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, news reports 
today indicate that the Sandinista ter
rorists who deposed Nicaragua's elected 
government have officially requested 
military arms support from the United 
States. 

Certainly the President should reject 
such overtures from the Castro-sup
ported terrorists. 

Journalists attending the meeting 
where the Sandinistas announced their 
U.S. arms request reportedly greeted 
the proposal with loud laughter. 

However, it would be no laughing 
matter if the administration seriously 
considered the request. 

It is the solemn duty of our Govern
ment to help maintain the stability and 
peace of Central America---not to give 
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encouragement, aid, and comfort to 
guerrilla brigands who are waging 
terror and mayhem against duly con
stituted governments of the people in 
our hemisphere. 

THE LATE HONORABLE JOHN B. 
BRECKINRIDGE 

.(Mr. HUBBARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, about 
11 : 30 o'clock last night mutual friends 
of the late Congressman John Breckin
ridge's and mine began to call me and 
inform me of his tragic and sudden 
death. I would be remiss if I did not join 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ken
tucky <Mr. PERKINS), the dean of our 
delegation, in expressing shock and sad
ness upon the death of John Breckin
ridge and extending to his widow, Helen, 
and the other members of his family my 
sincere sympathy. 

It was in the summer of 1961 that 
John Breckinridge, then attorney gen
eral of Kentucky, gave me my first job 
in government as a law clerk in the at
torney general's omce in Frankfort. 

As a freshman Congressman in 1975, 
it was John Breckinridge who, among 
others, was extremely kind and helpful 
to me. I am deeply saddened by his pass
ing. 

01020 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. HUBBARD. I yield to the gentle

man from Kentucky. 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 

join the gentleman in condolences for 
the late John Breckinridge. It was from 
the gentleman's words that I have just 
now learned that Mr. Breckinridge had a 
serious heart attack which took him 
away. 

It was my pleasure to serve with the 
gentleman for several years in the House 
of Representatives. I found him to be a 
congenial gentleman and a man of high 
honor. I deeply regret this loss to our 
country. 

I thank the distinguished gentleman 
for yielding. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of clause 3(b) of rule XXVII, 
the Chair announces that he will post
pone further proceedings today on each 
motion to suspend the rules on which a 
record vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob
jected to, under clause 4 of rule XV. 

After all motions to suspend the rules 
have been entertained and debated and 
after those motions to be determined 
by "nonrecord" votes have been dis
posed of, the Chair will then put the 
question on each motion on which the 
further proceedings were postponed. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. BAD HAM. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House and make a point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 
aware of the rules of the House and the 
Chair does not have to recognize the 
gentleman for that purpose at this time. 

Mr. BADHAM. I realize that. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 

aware of that. 
Mr. BAD HAM. May I be recognized 

for that purpose, Mr. Speaker? · 

FOR THE RELIEF OF NENANA, 
ALASKA 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill <H.R. 4811) for the relief of the city 
of Nenana, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows·: 
H.R. 4811 

Be it enacted. by the Senate and. House 
of Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled., That all 
right, title, and interest of the United 
States tn the municipal reserves, streets, 
and alleys shown on United States Surveys 
Numbered 1127, 1503, and 4026, except for 
the Alaska Railroad right-of-way one hun
dred feet on either side of the centerline of 
the existing Railroad mainline, are hereby 
conveyed to the city of Nenana, Alaska. 

SEc. 2. Subsection (b) of section 12 of the 
Act of January 2, 1976 (Public Law 94-204) 
as amended by the Act of October 4, 1976 
(Public Law 94-456) and by the Act of No
vember 15, 1977 (Public Law 95-178), is 
hereby amended to add at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

"Any provision of law to the contrary not
withstanding, if the Region, the Secretary, 
and/or the Administrator of General Serv
ices do not complete the nominations of 
lands referred to in subparagraphs ( 5) and 
(6) of this subsection by the dates set in 
subparagraphs I(C) (1) (b) and I(C) (2) (a) 
of the document referred to in this sub
se~tion, then, and in that event, these dates 
shall hereby automatically be extended by 
operation of this subsection for twelve 
months beyond the period set in section 
3(a) of Public Law 95-178.". 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule, 
a second is not required on this motion. 

The gentleman from Ohio <Mr. SEIBER
LING) will be recognized for 20 minutes 
and the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG) will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING) . 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a controversial 
matter, but it is one of considerable im
portance to the city of Nenana, Alaska, 
and to the Cook Inlet Regional Corp., 
one of the native corporations that was 
formed under the requirements of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

First, as to Nenana, which is dealt with 
in section 1 of the bill, the town of 
Nenana is on the Alaska Railroad line 
from Seward to Fairbanks. The town-
site was laid out in 1917 by the Alaska 
Engineering Commission, which carried 
out such surveys and other work in con
nection with the development of the rail
road. The townsite provided for streets, 
alleys, and municipal reserves, and these 
areas were dedicated to public use when 
the first lot in the townsite was sold, 

pursuant to the Townsite Act of March 
12, 1914. 

So far, all this was in accord with the 
pattern of such townsite throughout the 
country. However, the other States and 
territories have had State or territorial 
laws providing that upon the sale of the 
first lot in a townsite, the land covered 
by the streets, alleys, and municipal 
reserves becomes the property of the 
town itself; but Alaska has not had such 
a law. As a result, there has been some 
confusion concerning the exact status 
of the lands in the streets, alleys, and 
municipal reserves in Nenana. 

Now, the city of Nenana is in the proc
ess of moving forward with the building 
of a sewage collection and treatment sys
tem, as required under the Clean Water 
Act and other laws. They are having 
trouble in arranging the financing for 
this project because of the uncertainty 
about the title to the streets, alleys, 
and municipal reserves. What this bill 
does is quitclaim to the city all right, 
title, and interest of the United States 
in those areas. 

Of course, this land, in fact all of the 
land in Alaska at one time belonged to 
the United States. The purpose of this 
is to clear up any possible claim that the 
United States has not transferred its 
interest in that land to the city. 

The bill does exempt from this quit
claim, however, the lands which are be
ing used by the Alaska Railroad, which 
of course is a Federal agency. 

The second section of the bill deals 
with the problems faced by the Cook In
let Regional Corp. This is the corpora
tion which has been organized, under the 
mandate of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act of 1971, to represent the 
Natives of the Cook Inlet Region. That 
is the part of Alaska-including the 
Anchorage metropolitan area-which 
has been most heavily developed and 
urbanized. Thus, it is the part of Alaska 
in which it has been most dtmcult to 
identify sumcient unreserved Feder·al 
land to fulfill the entitlement of the Na
tives under the Settlement Act. In the 
95th Congress, legislation was passed to 
deal with this problem by providing that 
the Secretary of the Interior, in connec
tion with the Administrator of General 
Services, would locate and nominate 
Federal surplus or excess real estate 
which could be made available for the 
Native Corporation in exchange for Fed
eral lands that the corporation would 
otherwise receive under the Settlement 
Act. The legislation provided that this 
must be done by July 15, 1979. 

Unfortunately, the deadline was not 
met. 

A recent report by the Bureau of Land 
Management omces in Alaska indicates 
that only about 5 percent of this en
titlement has been conveyed or placed 
in the pool of properties available for 
the Native Corporation's selections. 
Other additional properties have been 
identified for possible inclusion in the 
pool, but even if all these properties were 
made -available for selection, it is esti
mated that approximately 100,000 acres 
of its equivalent, will still remain to be 
fulfilled. 
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This delay 1s due in large part to the 
d1IDcult time that the Department of 
the Interior has had in locating appro
pri<ate properties to place in the pool. It 
also appears that the processing of lands 
to be placed in the pool has been done in 
a lengthy and time-consuming manner. 

If no remedial legislation is passed, 
Federal properties in Alaska could be 
disposed of under the provisions of the 
existing statutes, thus depriving the 
corporation of a valuable right. Ac
cordingly, it could occur that several 
suitable properties would not be avail
able for the fulfillment of the Secretary's 
and the Federal Government's obliga
tion to the Native corporation. 

Accordingly, section 2 of this bill ex
tends the deadline for 1 year, that is 
until July 15, 1980. 

The administration supports both 
sections of this legislation. As far as the 
second section is concerned, the Depart
ment of the Interior suggested that per
haps that extension of the deadline 
should be for 2 years rather than 1; 
they certainly did agree with our com
mittee that the deadline should be ex
tended so that the Cook Inlet Natives 
could receive their entitlement under the 
Settlement Act and the other congres
sional mandates. 

As I said, the bill is not controversial, 
but it is important to fulfillment of con
gressional mandates as they affect these 
areas in Alaska. 

I urge its passage and I reserve the 
balance of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 4811, a bill designed to solve two 
important problems in the State of 
Alaska. 

This legislation results from a series 
of unfortunate circumstances whereby 
the city of Nenana, Alaska, found itself 
hampered in an attempt to build an 
EPA-mandated water and sewer system 
to protect the health of city residents. 

When the original Nenana townsite 
was laid out by the former Alaska En
gineering Commission, the survey show
ing the location and boundaries of 
various municipal reserve lands was 
never recorded. Subsequent surveys 
which added to the townsite were also 
left unrecorded. Unfortunately, this 
error escaped the notice of the Federal 
Government when the townsite was 
granted to the city. · 

At present, any sewage which is not 
discharged into private septic tanks 
flows directly into the Tanana River. Al
though this is allowed under a tempo
rary NPDES permit granted by the EPA, 
the permit will expire in 1981. Therefore, 
the city wishes to construct a water and 
sewer system which will protect the 
health of the residents and will also pre
vent environmental damage to fish and 
wildlife resources in the area, many of 
which are used for commercial and sub
sistence purposes. Such a system will re
quire the use of the streets and alleys in 
Nenana. Without clear title to those 
streets, the city would find itself subject 
to a series of nuisance suits. This bill re-

solves that problem by granting title to 
municipal reserves, streets, and alleys 
directly to the city of Nenana. 

The other problem covered by the bill 
was identified during recent congres
sional debate on the Alaska lands issue. 
Cook Inlet Region Inc., an Alaska Native 
corporation established under the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act, is in the 
process of selecting its land grant in the 
State of Alaska. Because of the complex 
land ownership pattern in the Cook Inlet 
area, the corporation has had to move 
slowly and to work carefully with the 
State, the Federal Government, other 
Native groups, and private owners. Un
fortunately, the land reserved for selec
tion will shortly be released from its 
"holding pattern." Cook Inlet has asked 
and others involved have agreed, that 
the holding pattern be extended for 1 ad
ditional year to resolve the selection is
sues remaining. The second section of 
this bill will provide that 1-year exten
sion. 

This bill was unanimously passed by 
both the Subcommittee on Public lands 
and the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. It is agreed to by all parties 
involved, including the administration. 
The second section of the bill, dealing 
with Cook Inlet, has been approved by 
the the Senate Energy Committee as a 
separate piece of legislation and also by 
this body as part of the Alaska lands bill. 
Including it here is simply a matter of 
insuring a quick resolution to a press
ing problem. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill that de
serves support. I hope that all Members 
will do so. 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I gladly yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. I think we should 
recognize the gentleman from Alaska has 
made a strenuous effort to protect the 
rights of the city of Nenana and the Cook 
Inlet Natives and to expedite this bill. I 
want to say the reason why we have not 
provided for extending this for 2 years 
instead of 1 is so as to put the pressure 
on the Department of the Interior to do 
its end of the job expeditiously and I 
hope they will take that as a message 
that we want more expedited action in 
fulfilling the Federal Government's 
promises to the Natives. 

0 1230 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 

appreciate the gentleman's efforts on be
half of the city of Nenana. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time on this side. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

:Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
4811, as amended. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

/ 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"A bill for the relief of the city of Nenana 
Alaska, and to amend the Act of Janu
ary 2, 1976, as amended, and for other 
purposes.". 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

TO ESTABLISH THE BOUNDARY LO
CATION OF ANGELES NATIONAL 
FOREST 
Mr. SEmERLING. Mr. Speaker, I move 

to suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3361 to establish the true location 
of a portion of northerly boundary of the 
Angeles National Forest, located in Los 
Angeles County, California, on the com
mon line between sections 16 and 17, 
township 4 north, range 10 west, San 
Bernardino meridian, and to establish 
the center quarter corner of said section 
16. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3361 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTioN 1. (a) The north one-half of sec
tion 16, township 4 north, range 10 west, 
San Bernardino meridian, was conveyed by 
the United States to Harry M. Mlller by 
patent recorded August 13, 1923, in book 2511 
at page 336, omcial records of Los Angeles 
County as to a portion thereof, and the re
mainder to Herbert Colbeck by patent re
corded December 4, 1923, in book 2883 at page 
144, omcial records of said county; and 

(b) The south one-half of section 16 and 
section 17 of said township and range are 
now part of the Angeles National Forest. A 
question has arisen as to the true location of 
the common boundary of the Angeles Na
tional Forest and the private lands in said 
section 16; and 

(c) The section corners and quarter-cor
ners of said section 16 were established by 
the United States G<>vernment surveyors and 
depicted upon the omcial plats of said town
ship approved by the United States Surveyor 
General on April 24, 1905, and December 4, 
1917; and 

(d) The southeast, northeast, and north
west corners and the north and east quar
ter-corners have been recovered; however, 
the southwest corner and the south and west 
quarter-corners of said section 16 have been 
thoroughly searched for on several occasions 
by both public and private surveyors without 
success; and 

(e ) The Los Angeles County surveyor, 
while running the boundary of the Angeles 
National Forest in 1933, being wmble to find 
the original west quarter-corner of said sec
tion 16, set a monument marked "County 
Surveyor's Monument Forest Reserve Cor. 
R.E. 62 J-249-FB", at the theoretically cor
rect location of said west quarter-corner 
to wit : one-half mile south of the found 
northwest corner and one mile west of the 
found east quarter-corner of said section 16; 
and 

(f) Numerous surveyors and private par
ties have accepted said county surveyor's 
monument marked "Forest Reserve Corner" 
for the past forty years as the true west 
quarter-corner of said section 16 and have 
subdivided, resubdivided, and improved such 
private lands by constructing houses, roads, 
wells, ut111ties, and pipelines within the 
north half of said section in rele.tion there
to; and 

(g) There are currently numerous parcels 
of land in private ownership within the 
north half of said section 16, the boundaries 
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o! which would be seriously disrupted should 
the west quarter-comer o! said section be 
reestabltshed tn any location other than that 
of the 1933 county surveyor's monument 
marked "Forest Reserve Corner". 

SEc. 2. (a) In order o! dispel any uncer
tainty and to insure that the boundaries o! 
said private land not be needlessly disrupted, 
it ts hereby round and declared that the 
1933 county surveyor's monument marked 
"County Surveyor's Monument Forest Re
serve Cor. R.E. 62 J-249-FB", which was set 
at a point one-hal! mile south o! the north
west comer and one mtle west o! the east 
quarter-corner o! said section 16, a.s said 
corners and monument are shown on the 
county surveyor's map B-745 on ftle tn the 
Office o! the County Engineer o! the County 
o! Los Angeles, ts e.t the true location o! 
said west quarter-comer as originally set 
by the Government Land Office SUrvey or in 
1912 and depleted upon the plat o! town
ship 4 north, range 10 west, San Bernardino 
meridian, approved December 4, 1917. 

(b) It ts further found and declared that 
the south ltne o! the north hal! o! said 
section ts a Une connecting the east and 
west quarter-corners hereina.bove mentioned 
and that the center quarter-comer o! se.td 
section ts located at the mtd-potnt o! the 
south ltne o! the north hal! o! said section 
16 as hereinabove este.bllshed. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule, 
a second is not required on this motion. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEI
BERLING) will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Alaska 
<Mr. YoUNG) will be recognized for 20 , 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING). 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill which is 
simple but important. The same bill was 
passed here in the House during the last 
Congress, but died when the congestion 
of proposals in the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee of the other body 
blocked it from coming to a vote. 

The blll corrects a situation which has 
arisen from two conflicting surveys of 
the boundary of a section of the Angeles 
National Forest, in California. Both sur
veys were done by Government entities, 
so the fault, if any, is a fault of Govern
ment. 

Because of the conflicting surveys, a 
serious cloud has been cast on the title of 
a considerable number of private parties 
whose holdings are "tied" to the bound
ary of the national forest. 

What this bill does is to affirm the 
boundary of the forest, and therefore the 
boundaries of the private lands which 
are outside the forest but which are 
"tied" to its boundary, in accordance 
with the survey upon which all parties 
have relied since 1933. 

Let me briefly outline the background 
of this measure, for the information of 
the House: 

In December 1912, the U.S. Land Office 
made the first boundary survey of the 
relevant section, setting notched stone 
and iron posts as monuments. 

The Los Angeles County Surveyor made 
a retracement survey in 1933 of a portion 
of the section. Being unable to recover 
any evidence of the west one-fourth cor
ner, the surveyor set a monument with a 
brass cup marked "County Surveyor's 

Monument--Forest Reserve Comer R.E. 
62 J-249-FB." The posted forest bound
ary follows this survey line. This J249 
monument became the basic reference 
point used when section 16 was sub
divided. The 1959 U.S. Geological Survey 
"Juniper Hills" quadrangle map depicts 
the forest boundary as the line from the 
NW comer of section 16 to J249. These 
maps in conjunction with the posted for
est boundary have been used by the or
iginal and succeeding property owners 
for over 40 years. 

The problem which necessitates legis
lation stems from a 1972-73 survey by 
the Los Angeles County engineer for a 
Juniper Hills area master highway plan. 
The surveyor was unable to locate corner 
·markers and set new and quite different 
comer markers. 

Unless there is legislation such as this, 
and if the new comers set by the county 
engineer are established as the official 
comers for section 16, it will not only af
fect the individual lot boundaries, but it 
will place 13 homes, 11 wells, 6 garages 
and numerous outbuildings on the prop
erty of others. That would also change 
the location of the posted Angeles Na
tional Forest boundaries. The relocation 
of the property lines would destroy 
building sites for which the land has 
been purchased; many parcels would be 
relocated into ravines which are 
adjacent to property boundaries; and 
many easements for roads and utilities 
would become worthless. 

When the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands held a hearing on this bill earlier 
this month, a representative of the pri
vate homeowners involved testified that 
because of the uncertainty of the surveys 
involved here, the title insurance com
panies will not issue title insurance for 
the lands involved; as a result, there is 
no practical way for the lands to be sold 
or purchased. 

Stripped of all technical discussions 
concerning the problem, the bill amounts 
to a boundary line agreement between 
the United States and the private owners. 
Admittedly, there exists a question as to 
the correct location as to such boundary 
lines; this bill simply adopts into law 
what has actually existed on the ground 
for 45 years without cost to the United 
States or the private owners. The pri
vate owners have no desire to acquire 
land owned by the United States: they 
simply ask Congress to cut through all 
the technical arguments and redtape 
and set to rest, by a very commonsense 
approach, a problem not of their making. 
As a matter of fact, the United States 
has acquiesced in the location of the 
boundary lines of the Angeles National 
Forest as established by the 1933 survey 
for 45 years, both by afllrmative acts and 
by its silence in not making known to the 
public that there was a problem. 

Of course, because of the sovereign 
immunity of the United States, the doc
trine of adverse possession does not ap
ply here-otherwise the private land
owners might be found by a court to have 
already gained the boundary which 
would be established by this bill. 

Given all this, Mr. Speaker, I suggest 
that it is appropriate and right that the 

House of Representatives again pass this 
bill, as it passed the same bill in the last 
Congress. I regret that the Senate did 
not act on this matter in the last Con
gress, and I have reason to believe that 
there is a much better likelihood that 
they will do so in this Congress: but in 
any event, I believe that we should pass 
the bill, in the interest of resolving this 
matter equitably and expeditiously. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that the Na
tional Forest Service has proposed to 
conduct a resurvey of this particular 
boundary and to have it completed by 
sometime this fall. That resurvey will 
cost them an estimated $10,000 and if it. 
should result in a still different boundary, 
it could cost the property owners $100,-
000 in court and other legal fees to try 
to unsnarl the mess that was created by 
an original mistake of a government sur
veyor in the first place. If we can enact 
this bill promptly these expenses may be 
avoided. 

The amount of Federal land here is 
very small. As I recall, it is around 8 
acres. It is not land of any particular 
value and, therefore, this bill would not 
cause a loss to the United States, either 
financially or otherwise, and would bring 
a considerable savings to the property 
owners. 

It is important that the Senate act 
promptly in order that these property 
owners may have the same rights as 
others to convey their property free of 
this cloud on their title. 

I certainly urge acceptance of this bill. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YouNG). 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 

I again compliment the chairman of the 
subcommittee for bringing forth this im
portant legislation. Unfortunately, it 
was needed and it will solve a problem, 
will save the property owners in this 
small area a great deal of cost in dollars. 
It was the same legislation this body 
passed last year and because of the late
ness of the session it was delayed and not 
passed into law. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia <Mr. THoMAS), the author of the bill, 
H.R. 3361, and the gentleman who really 
has played a major role in the passage 
of this legislation. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Alaska for yielding. 
I certainly will not take the 5 minutes, 
because the gentleman from Ohio, the 
subcommittee chairman, has outlined al
most totally and absolutely accurately all 
of the problems facing these individuals 
in a predicament not of their own mak
ing, but actually a problem created by 
Government. 

I realize that a legislative remedy is an 
extreme remedy, but given the altema· 
tive, I think it is the appropriate remedy. 

The approximate 8 acres that we are 
talking about that are in dispute are on 
a hill slope of about 30 degrees and are 
of no practical use to anyone. 

The idea that at least 13 homes are 
going to be displaced along the bound
aries if we either accept the newer 
boundaries were discovered in a private 
survey in 1977 that were surveyed by 
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Los Angeles County in 1973 or expending 
the money for a new survey with no 
guarantee that they will not come up 
with a third line or agree to the 1973line 
is, in fact, a waste of everyone's time and 
the taxpayers' money. I feel assured that 
the House will move rapidly on this 
measure since it is not a new question 
before us. In addition, both the Cali
fornia Senators fully understand and are 
in support of a legislative remedy of the 
problem that has been created by Gov
ernment. 

D 1240 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
MOORHEAD). 

Mr. MOORHEAD of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to support H.R. 3361 
since I feel it is the best way to resolve 
a very difficult situation that is causing 
uncertainty and hardship to many resi
dents of the Juniper Hills area. 

This bill provides an opportunity to 
resolve a boundary conflict and survey 
discrepency resulting from a 1973 survey 
which would alter boundaries that have 
been used for 45 years. To accept the 
1973 survey would place 13 homes, 11 
wells, 6 garages, and numerous outbuild
ings on the lands of others, destroy long
standing land descriptions, make road 
and utility easements worthless and keep 
boundaries on vacant property in ques
tion until the dispute is settled possibly 
through yet another survey. 

It simply does not make good common
sense to delay resolution of this problem 
any longer since passing this legis
lation means that we would be accepting 
the boundaries used by the people when 
they purchased their property over the 
last 45 years. The private owners have 
no desire to acquire land owned by the 
United States, they are simply asking 
that the redtape and technical argument 
be resolved at this time on a problem 
that was not of their making. 

The basic purpose of the bill is to have 
the United States agree that the 1933 
county surveyor's monuments should 
indicate the permanent boundaries of 
the disputed area. Admittedly there 
exists a question as to the correct loca
tion of the boundary lines, but the bill 
adopts into law what has actually existed 
on the ground for 45 years and avoids 
further legal and surveyors costs to the 
Government and private owners. 

Surveyors have been unable to recover 
the original west quarter marker of 
Section 16 but this was replaced by 
the Los Angeles County surveyor in 1933. 
Some of the 1933 markers were destroyed 
in a 1953 forest :first but the Forest Serv
ice has replaced them in their same loca
tions. Deeds issued on subdivided land 
over the years were based on boundaries 
accepted by the Forest Service until the 
discrepency of the 1973 survey was dis
covered in 1977. 

The practical effect of the existence of 
the questionable boundaries iAhat pri
vate owners have been unable to sell 
and refinance their homes. Prospective 
buyers and lending institutions are not 
anxious to become involved in this un-

resolved problem, and homeowners are 
not able to obtain title insurance under 
these circumstances. 

This bill H.R. 3361, would resolve the 
problem now. Mr. Speaker, I ask for an 
"aye" vote. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill under consideration, H.R. 3361, and 
also on the bill previously passed today 
by the House, H.R. 4811. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I have 

no further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
3361. 

The question was taken ; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R. 
3509) to extend for 3 fiscal years the 
authorizations for appropriations under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3509 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. (a) The first sentence of subsec
tion (e) of section 1442 of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300j- 1(e)) is amended 
by striking out "; and" and substituting a 
semicolon and by inserting the following be
fore the period at the end thereof: "; $21,-
405,000 for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1980; $30,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1981; and $35,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982". 

(b) The second sentence of such subsec
tion (e) is amended by striking out "and 
1979" and substituting "through 1982". 

SEc. 2. (a) Paragraph (7) of subsection (a) 
of section 1443 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300j-2(a) (7)) is amended by 
striking out "and" and by inserting the fol
lowing before the period at the end thereof: 
", $29,450,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1980, $32,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1981, and $34,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982". 

(b) Paragraph (5) of subsection (b) of 
such section is amended by striking out "and 
$10,000,000" and substituting "$10,000,000" 
and by inserting the following before the pe
riod at the end thereof: ", $7,795,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 19<80, $18,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1981, and $21,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982". 

SEc. 3. Paragraph (2) of subsection (f) of 
section 1441 of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 300J(!)) is amended by strik
ing out "1979" and substituting "1982". 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule, 
a second is not required on this motion. 

The ·gentleman from California <Mr. 
WAXMAN) will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Kentucky 
<Mr. CARTER) will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California <Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3509 
is a simple authorization bill that would 
extend the authorities of the Safe Drink
ing Water Act for 3 :fiscal years, 1980 
through 1982. 

Our work of providing safe drinking 
water to all Americans is just beginning. 
Federal interim primary drinking water 
regulations became effective in June ..of 
1977. To date, some 41 States and terri
tories have assumed primary enforcement 
responsibility over their public water sys
tems. This means that these States are 
enforcing Federal regulations pertaining 
to coliform bacteria, several inorganic 
contaminants and a few organic contam
inants. Several other States are expected 
to attain primacy this year. 

Our sources of drinking water are con
taminated by a number of point sources 
such as industrial effluent discharge, 
leachate from waste dumps, and non
point sources of contamination which 
come from pesticide residues from agri
cultural runoff and heavY metal residues 
from urban runoff. The Environmental 
Protection Agency is in the process of 
developing an integrated program to at
tack these environmental insults which 
threaten drinking water. 

The funding levels in this bill assure 
the continuation of the Environmental 
Protection Agency's drinking water pro
grams that are just getting off the 
ground. Section 1 of the bill provides 
funding to continue the Agency's pollu
tion abatement and control activities 
which encompass the determination of 
human exposure to water borne con
taminants and attendant health risks; 
the establishment and implementation 
of national primary drinking water 
regulations; the development of revised 
primary drinking water regulations; the 
rrovision of technical assistance and 
guidance to the States and the training 
of personnel; and the development of 
an effe:::tive and balanced underground 
injection control program. 

During the past 2 years the Agency 
has been working on several studies 
mandated by Congress in the 1977 
amendments to the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. These studies focus on: health 
effects of the reaction of chlorine and 
humic acids which forms trihalometh
a.nes several of which are carcinogenic; 
polychlorinated biphenyl contamination 
of actual or potential sources of drink
ing water; and the anticipated costs of 
compliance with interim and revised 
national primary drinking water regula
tions and methods by which States and 
units of local governments can imple
ment those regulations. All of these 
studies will be completed shortly and 
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will assist the Environmental Protection 
Agency in the performance of its mis
sion, and will help Congress determine 
how States are progressing in meeting 
drinking water regulations. 

For purposes of section 1 $21,405,000 
would be authorized for fiscal year 1980, 
$30 million for fiscal 1981, and $55 mil
lion for fiscal198~. 

Section 2 of the bill would provide 
authorizations for public water system 
supervision grants. This program en
ables the Agency to provide start-up 
and continuation grants for States that 
assume primacy over their public water 
systems. The program is necessary to 
assist States in attaining and maintain
ing the essential components of a drink
ing water program. The authorization 
would provide $29,450,000 for fiscal 1980, 
$32 million for fiscal 1981, and $34 mil
lion for fiscal 1982. 

Additionally, this section would pro
vide authorizations for grants to States 
to assist them in formulating under
ground water source protection pro
grams. Recently, the Agency designated 
22 States as requiring underground in
jection control programs to protect 
ground water. By the end of 1980, all 
States will be so designated. The bill 
would authorize $7,795,000 for fiscal 
1980, $18 million for fiscal 1981, and 
$21 million for fiscal1982. 

Finally, the bill also would authorize 
funds to be utilized by the Administra
tor to help remedy an emergency situa
tion faced by a municipality or public 
water system that is beyond its financial 
or technical capability to remedy with
out such assistance. Eight million dollars 
would be authorized for fiscal years 1980 
through 1982 for this purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, we must demonstrate to 
the States our commitment to assure 
for our citizens the provision of safe 
drinking water. The mechanism Con
gress envisioned in 1974 when the Safe 
Drinking Water Act was enacted is in 
place and is working. However, more 
work needs to be done to improve the 
program. The States need guidance and 
assistance in establishing and running 
their programs and more work is needed 
in identifying and in assessing the health 
effects of hundreds of contaminants 
that find their way into our sources of 
drinking water. Also, the Center for Dis
ease Control reports that there are still 
more than 3,000 waterborne illnesses per 
year in this country. The Subcommittee 
on Health and the Environment is go
ing to hold hearings in the near future 
on a number of difficult issues that face 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
and the States in their joint effort to 
assure the provision of safe drinking 
water. Of primary interest will be the 
problems faced by small systems in at
tempting to meet drinking water stand
ards. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill would enable the 
EPA and the States to continue to pro
vide safe drinking water for the people 
of this country. I respectfully urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 3509. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
ask the gentleman, how many deaths 
did the Center state were due to drink
ing water? I believe the gentleman men
tioned that in his presentation. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Center for Disease Control reported 
there are still more than 3,000 water
borne illnesses per year in this country. 

Mr. VOLKMER. That is 3,000 water
borne illnesses? 

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. VOLKMER. But we do not know 
how many deaths have occurred as are
sult of drinking water? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I do not know that. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Is there any way that 

we could find out? 
Mr. WAXMAN. Perhaps we could in

quire of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. They might have the statistics. 

Mr. VOLKMER. All right. Can the 
gentleman tell me, is there anyone who 
knows approximately what it is going 
to cost ultimately to implement the new 
regulations that are being proposed? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, we do 
not know the cost of the proposed new 
regulations, but the subcommittee is 
watching those new regulations with a 
great deal of interest. There are mem
bers of our subcommittee who are con
cerned about two drinking water regula
tions; one member in particular intro
duced legislation that would prohibit 
those regulations from taking effect. 

Before those regulations take effect, 
we will hold oversight hearings on them. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I would appreciate 
that. 

Mr. WAXMAN. One c: the key ques
tions that will be in our minds will be 
the cost of those regulations, as well as 
the benefits we will receive from the 
regulations. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, that is 
exactly my concern. There have been 
some figures used in my State which 
show theoretically if the charcoal-type 
system was used, it would cost upward 
of $1 billion for those cities. That ap
plies to cities over 75,000, and it would 
cost this amount to implement that. 
Then we might get little benefit because 
of the fact, as far as we know, in the 
last 4 or 5 years there have been no 
deaths attributed to drinking water in 
the State, and yet we are going to spend 
this kind of money. 

So although I do not disagree that 
there is a need for identifying pollutants 
within the drinking water, I do seriously 
question whether or not the benefits are 
going to be worthwhile as far as the cost 
is concerned. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the subcom
mittee's looking into that matter. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate what the gentleman is referring to, 
and that is the cost of those particular 
regulations that would apply to local 
governments. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Yes. And as far as 
what is going to be done and as to the 
benefits received, if we do not have re-

lated illnesses and related diseases, then 
I question the necessity of also bringing 
on this new type of filtration. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I share 
the gentleman's concern, and our sub
committee is going to look very carefully 
at these regulations before they. go into 
effect. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, prevention and health are 
two words which have become strongly 
linked in the past decade. Clearly, pre
vention of illness is a more effective 
means of promoting continued good 
health than remedial treatment follow
ing the onset of disease. As a physician, I 
have supported legislation which is pre
ventive in nature. The Safe Drinking 
Water Act is one such important meas
ure, designed to safeguard the health of 
Americans by preventing their exposure 
to unsafe drinking water. Under this la.w, 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
and States are encouraged to work to
gether in insuring a safe supply of drink
ing water. 

This bill, H.R. 3509, provides for a 
simple extension of the authorities of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act for 3 years. I 
support H.R. 3509 because of its preven
tive nature, and I urge that it be ap
proved expeditiously. 

Mr. Chairman, our supply of drink
ing water is something many of us ta:ke 
for granted. We simply turn a tap and 
draw a glass. But the safety of this 
water is not something we should take for 
granted. Not when more than 700 or
ganic chemical contaminants have been 
identified in some sources of drinking 
water. Moreover, we hear frequent re
ports of incidents in which toxic chemi
cals have been discovered in drinking 
water supplies. Just recently in Cali
fornia, high levels of a toxic pesticide 
were found in drinking water and ir
rigation wells. The pesticide had been 
banned from use in that State for the 
past 2 years. Clearly, findings like this 
indicate the need for continued monitor
ing of our drinking water supplies. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act grew 
out of concern over the safety of our 
drinking water supply. That was in 1974, 
when the number of identified organic 
contaminants was 66. Today the num
ber stands at over 700, and it continues 
to grow. Clearly, we must reinforce our 
original commitment to assuring a safe 
quality of drinking water. Therefore, I 
urge prompt approval of this bill to safe
guard the health of the American public 
by protecting its drinking water supply. 

0 1250 
Mr. Speaker, I would also say that I 

included in this bill $8 million for tak
ing care of places such as the Valley of 
the Drums in Louisville, Ky., where peo-
ple have placed contaminants from their 
factories, and the identity of these people 
cannot be immediately found. We have 
another such situation existing near 
Buffalo, N.Y., where ma:ny people have 
become ill from toxic substances which 
have been buried beneath their homes, 
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prior to the building of their homes, of 
course, and as a result of this there were 
many miscarriages and many of the 
youngsters born in that neighborhood 
had many deformities. 

I included this $8 million in this leg
islation to help in alleviating these con
ditions, but, actually, Mr. Speaker, this 
is only a small amount. It will take a 
grea·t deal more money to clear up this 
situation throughout our country. 

A great many pure water supplies 
have been contaminated by numerous 
"Valleys of the Drums" throughout 
our country. The $8 million authorized 
will not nearly be enough-but it will be 
a start-! urge a vote for pure drinking 
wa·ter. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from IDinois <Mr. McCLoRY). 

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the coopera
tion to date of my colleague from Cali
fornia, Mr. HENRY WAXMAN, and my COl
league from Kentucky, Dr. TIM LEE CAR
TER, in consideration of problems of my 
constituents related to the presence of 
barium found naturally in public drink
ing water supplies. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act pro
vided that standards should be estab
lished by the Environmental Protection 
Agency following scientific studies by the 
National Academy of Sciences or an
other independent scientific organiza
tion. However, it was also provided in this 
statute that the EPA could establish a 
standard for a questioned substance 
which "in the judgment of the Adminis
trator, may have any adverse effect on 
the health of persons." 

Mr. Speaker, the scientific studies 
which seem to be required under the pro
visions of the statute appear not to have 
been met or at least have been insuffi
ciently met-in my view. According to a 
report issued by the National Academy 
of Sciences in 1977 entitled "Drinking 
Water and Health" the subject of barium 
in drinking water was very equivocal and 
indefinite insofar as posing any specific 
hazard to human health. 

It is my understanding that the stand
ard adopted by the Federal EPA of 1.0 
mg/1 of barium is derived from a 1962 
standard established by the Public 
Health Service. That standard was es
tablished not on the basis of studies made 
with drinking water but were based upon 
studies related to the presence of barium 
in the air and these studies were there
after translated into a standard appli
cable to drinking water. 

Mr. Speaker, it would seem to me that 
to establish and impose a standard with 
which the communities of Cary, Algon
quin, Burlington, Crystal Lake, Hamp
shire, St. Charles, Wauconda, and West 
Dundee in my congressional district are 
required to comply, some more valid sci
entific studies should be conducted and 
empirical data should be secured upon 
which a standard might thereafter be 
developed. With such a valid standard, I 
am confident the officials of the com
munities in my district would thereafter 
be willing and anxious to comply. 

Mr. Speaker, I therefore request that 
oversight hearings be held at the earliest 
possible date in order that we may work 
together with the U.S. EPA to make sure 
that drinking water standards are rea
sonably accurate and necessary. I agree 
that the ideal is to be ultrasafe if this is 
economically feasible. But for small com
munities up to 15,000, the high cost of 
treatment is illogical if there is doubt 
that this is really necessary in order to 
preserve and maintain good health. At 
present there appears to be fairly wide
spread doubt among knowledgeable sci
entists that the low level of 1 milligram 
per liter of barium presently required by 
the U.S. EPA is really necessary. Some 
feel that 4.5 or 5 milligrams per liter of 
barium would be within safe limits. My 
constituents are disturbed at being 
forced to comply with regulations based 
on information which is not generally 
accepted. Since at present there are no 
Federal or State grants available to them, 
this compliance would be at burdensome 
costs. 

You may be aware that there is a bari
um treatment which is reasonable in cost, 
water softening by use of sodium. This 
process would be financially feasible for 
a small community, it is true. However, 
the major health problem suspected to 
be related to barium ingestion is a pos
sible cardiovascular effect evidenced by 
hypertension. There is mere speculation 
of such an effect. As many of you may 
also be aware, it is an accepted fact that 
the so-called remedy, salt addition to the 
water, increases hypertension. Thus, the 
low-cost reasonable remedy presently 
known, zeolite or salt addition, appears 
to be worse than the original, barium. 
Thus, my constituents are rightly resist
ing the solution of water softening by 
means of zeolite or salt addition. Other 
solutions for removal of barium involve 
digging another well, building a treat
ment plant utilizing lime softening and 
hiring a full-time operator, or adopting 
some other potentially expensive 
remedies. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this time to 
briefly explain some of the real problems 
faced by small communities in meeting 
safe drinking water act regulations and 
hereby request oversight hearings during 
or following the recess. I believe we 
should be reasonably sure requirements 
are necessary and we should also make it 
financially feasible for small communi
ties to comply if it is necessary. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield to the chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
enjoyed working with the gentleman 
from Illinois and have been most 
impressed with his knowledge of the 
difficult question of the health effects 
of the ingestion of barium in drinking 
water. I am very sympathetic to the 
plight of small communities such as 
Cary, m.. which, in order to comply 
with the existing State and Federal 
standard, must make substantive finan
cial investments. I agree with the gentle
man that additional research is needed 

to determine the health effects of long
term ingestion of low levels of barium. 

If the gentleman will yield further, I 
would like to assure the gentleman from 
lllinois that oversight hearings of our 
subcommittee will be conducted as soon 
as possible--with the likelihood that at 
least one of the hearings will be held in 
an area convenient to the gentleman's 
congressional district in lllinois. Mean
while, it is my hope that other scientific 
research studies will be conducted and 
that empirical data will be gathered 
which will either confirm the adequacy 
of the existing standard or demonstrate 
that a new standard should be set which 
assure safe drinking water for water 
supply systems such as that in Cary, 
nl., and other communities in the gen
tleman's IDinois district-as well as else
where in the Nation. I am very aware of 
the plight of the small communities in 
particular, which are now confronted 
with the requirements of the Safe Drink
ing Water Act and the need for meeting 
a standard of water quality by 1981. 
Some further consideration may be 
needed to determine whether to delay 
that date, where the risk to human 
health posed by the contaminant 1s 
minimal, the expected cost of a water 
treatment facility is beyond the capabil
ity of the communities, and the commu-
nity has demonstrated that it has acted 
in good faith to comply with the stand
ard, but was unable to do so. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the chairman's assurances, and I 
wish to indicate my support of this 
legislation. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from South Dakota <Mr. 
ABDNOR). 

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California and I 
thank the distinguished chairman for his 
time and his staff's time in reviewing this 
legislation. It is my understanding the 
Subcommittee on Health and the En
vironment will hold oversight hearings 
later this year on the Safe Drinking Wa
ter Act. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Yes; the subcommittee 
is in the process of examining issues re
lating to the implementation of the act 
in preparation for oversight activities. 

Mr. ABDNOR. Is it the subcommittee's 
intent to give particular attention to the 
difficulties experienced by smaller sys
tems in complying with the act? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Yes; a primary issue 
for the subcommittee will be problems 
faced by small systems in attempting to 
meet drinking water standards. 

Mr. ABDNOR. I understand EPA is 
conducting analysis of the financial im
plications of the standards of each level 
of government-Federal, State, and 
local. 

Mr. WAXMAN. That is correct. We are 
awaiting receipt of a nearly completed 
study mandated by the Safe Dririking 
Water Act Amendments of 1977 which 
will assess the anticipated costs of com
pliance with interim and revised national 
drinking water regulations and the an
ticipated costs to States and units of lo
cal government in implementing such 
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regulations. This report, in conjunction 
with oversight hearings, should be a val
uable tool in helping us assess the prob
lems confronting small systems and in 
determining appropriate mechanisms to 
assist small systems in meeting drinking 
water standards. 

Mr. ABDNOR. I thank the chairman 
and look forward to the subcommittee's 
full consideration of a number of issues 
including: First, financing of water sys
tem improvements in those instances 
where such improvements would be cost 
prohibitive to the users; second, atten
tion to the needs of the millions of 
Americans who obtain their water from 
sources which are not covered by the act; 
and third, insuring that the standards 
are reasonable from the standpoint of 
costs and benefits. 

The importance of an adequate supply 
of good quality water for our citizenry 
is paramount. The Safe Drinking Water 
Act is a landmark in that respect; but 
it seems to me that, at least in terms of 
experience in my State, the existing pro
gram leaves much to be desired. 

I am, therefore, encouraged to have 
the chairman point out that in passing 
H.R. 3509 today, to extend the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, it is not our intent 
to close the book on this important issue. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I will be more than 
happy to work with my colleague from 
South Dakota to examine the specific 
issues he has raised. I feel it is important 
to hear the views of those in South 
Dakota who are confronted with prob
lems in attaining drinking water stand
ards. Of course, I would welcome your 
testimony about the drinking water 
situation in South Dakota. I look forward 
to working together on this issue. 

Mr. ABDNOR. Again, I thank the 
chairman; and I request permission to 
revise and extend my remarks for the 
purpose of explaining a measure I have 
introduced today to amend the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and the Rural De
velopment Act. Hopefully, this legisla
tion would address the inadequacies in 
the program and facilitate the delivery 
of good quality drinking water to all 
Americans. 

When the Safe Drinking Water Act 
was before the House in 1974, I was pre
pared to offer an amendment to protect 
the interests of my constituents and to 
promote a cooperative regulatory atmos
phere. 

That amendment stated: 
A public water system which has made 

application under a. program of Federal fi
nancial assistance to complete improve
ments which would bring the system into 
compliance with this Act shall not be re
quired to comply with the provisions of 
this Act until the completion of such im
provements or until the Administrator shows 
that the system can comply without such 
assistance and without unreasonable cost 
to the users. 

I was dissuaded from offering the 
amendment by members of the commit
tee who assured me that the exemptions 
and variances allowed under the act were 
sufficient to address my concerns. It has 
become clear, however, that is just not 
the case; and Assistant EPA Administra
tor Jorling has acknowledged as much. 

As pointed out in the minority views 
contained in the committee report <H. 
Rept. 96-186, p. 14), Mr. Jorling has 
characterized as "needed" an amend
ment to extend exemption compliance 
deadlines, thus providing some systems, 
particularly the smaller ones, with suf
ficient time to solve their financial prob
lems and improve their treatment 
facilities. 

Still, my original amendment is su
perior to that suggested by the Assistant 
Administrator because it would allow 
case-by-case extensions when justified, 
rather than a broad and arbitrary exten
sion based on time instead of need. 

According to South Dakota's water hy
giene administrator, Mark Steichen, by 
early June about two-thirds of the 400 
community water systems in our State 
had been tested for compliance with 
maximum contaminant levels <MCL's) 
for inorganic chemicals. Of those tested 
to that point, 40, or about 15 percent, 
had drinking water which exceeded the 
standards. Others had received notice 
from EPA of violation of regulations 
pertaining to bacteriological analyses, 
and more violations are expected as 
sampling for radiological contamination 
proceeds. 

Perhaps my colleagues noted the re
cent article headlined ''Town in Alaska 
Shuts Sewage Plant, Dares U.S. To Do 
Something About It," which appeared on 
page A3 of the July 25 edition of t.Jhe 
Washington Post. Sadly, the incident it 
relates is all too typical of the conflict 
which has been fostered by the regula
tory philosophy which prevails at EPA 
and in the statutory authorities the Con
gress has provided. 

The Skagway, Alaska, mayor and town 
council do not believe the benefits of the 
$3.5 million wastewater treatment plant 
they have been forced to construct to 
serve their community of 870 people 
justify the diesel fuel it will consume or 
the expense of operating the facility. 
For having the courage of their convic
tions, the council members face a pos
sible $10,000-a-day fine; and EPA is 
pressing the matter in Federal court. 

Under the existing provisions, I fear 
it is only a matter of time before similar 
confrontations develop with respect to 
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and that 
is one reason I introduced legislation in 
the 95th Congress to amend the act. I 
have reintroduced that measure today. 

The Institute for Rural Sanitation 
Services commented on my bill in the 
December 8, 1978, issue of their news
letter, FYI: 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY-FARM

ERS HOME ADMINISTRATION CoORDINATION 
oN RURAL WATER PRoJEcTs; Is THERE HoPE? 
It has long been evident to those in poor, 

rur.a.l communities rthat money for small wa
ter and sewer projects is pretty ha.rd to come 
by. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), under the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act, has been prov1d.ing gre.nrts 
!or the establishment of wastewa-ter treat
ment works only since 1972 and has had full 
responslbillty for drinking W'8ite!' quality 
since 1974. The Farmers Home Administra
tion (FmHA), under the Consolidated Farm
ers Home Administr&tion· Act and the Rural 
Development Act, ha.s been prov1d1ng gnm,ts 

and loans for community wa.ter and waste
water fa.cllitles since 1961. The two agencies 
really never have been in a. position to con
solida:te their efforts to serve the rural poor
until now. 

EPA and FmHA believe that their present 
comm\Uliity water fa.c111ties programs are ade
quate in terms of their mandated objectives. 
But they realize the need for improvement 
in the management of their programs. At the 
insistence of many congressmen, rural
interest organ1Z81tions, and small communi
ties, FmHA &nd EPA released a joint policy 
statement in July of this year amending the 
FmHA priority system for grants. First pri
ority goes to improvements or additions to 
water treatment systems needed to meet the 
requirements of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. Second, the quality of drinking water 
for projects fina.nced. in whole or in part by 
FmHA must meet the applicable primary 
drinking water standards a.fter completion of 
any proposed improvements. 

This policy statement is a. much-needed 
recognition of past problems caused by the 
lack of ooordina.tion between EPA and FmHA. 
It is a. welcome first step toward reducing 
these problems. However, a. great deal of 
work remains to be done if EPA and FmHA 
programs are to deal efficiently with the 
water-sewer needs of rural America. 

THE PROBLEM OF SAFE DRINKING WATER 
Under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 

of 1974, EPA was given the mandate of guar
anteeing the safety of drinking wa.ter sup
plies throughout the United Ste.tes. A sub
stantial amount of data. had been collected 
by this time showing that people in rural 
areas of the country suffered from inferior 
water quality to a. much greater extentt than 
those in urban areas due to their use of self
supply water systems such as indiVidual wens 
and cisterns. Many of these systems, as well 
as a. number of small community water sys
tems, are known to supply poor quality 
water. 

EPA's first objective under the SDWA was 
to define the water quality problem. As a. 
part of this effort to define the problem, the 
agency provided substantial financial and 
technical assistance to states and local com
munities so that they could undertake var
ious research and study programs. However, 
the Act authorized no funds to improve the 
water quality situation. There was no money 
for the construction of new water treatment 
systems, nor were funds available for up
grading existing treatment systems in order 
to meet the National Interim Primary Drink
ing Water Regulations. 

Thus, in 1977, new drinking water regula
tions were imposed on existing water sys
tems having 15 or more connections and reg
ularly serving 25 or more individuals. While 
this size limit left millions of people un
protected by the regulations, the small com
munity water systems that were covered sud
denly were faced with rigid testing and qual
ity requirements demanding a. lot of time, 
attention, and financial resources. 

The requirements of the EPA drinking wa
ter regulations have been a. significant bur
den to a. number of these water systems. 
Many of the strict requirements have been 
questioned by both water suppliers and sci
entists. The Council on Wage and Price Sta
blUty has declared that EPA's new rules are 
not worth the money and are void of any 
cost/benefit analysis. In addition, there 
seems to be no solid, scientific basis for 
many of them. EPA admits that there is no 
hard evidence linking the low level or tri
ha.lomethanes and synthetic organic chemi
cals found in drinking water with a. low oc
currence of cancer. Yet the agency asks local 
communities to spend millions of dollars 
(maybe even a. billion) to curb the level of 
these chemical contaminants. Of course, 
smaller communities are a.tJected the most 
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by this; they simply do not have the re
sources that larger communities have to up
grade and monitor their water supplies. 

The Farmers Home Administration is usu
ally the only source of funds for improving 
rural water systems, and it is therefore the 
only agency the communities can turn to in 
trying to comply with safe drinking water 
regulations. This applies both to existing 
systems which simply need upgrading and 
to those which have yet to be built. If a 
small community water system cannot sus
tain EPA's low limits for bacteria, turbidity, 
certain inorganic chemicals, pesticides, and 
radiological contaminants, then FmHA may 
reject an application for funding it. One does 
not want to deny the users of that system 
the safety regulations promulgated by EPA. 
On the other hand, the fact that the sys
tem is in noncompliance means that per
haps money is needed more for it than tor 
other water systems, regardless of their size. 
In addition, FmHA has limited amounts of 
grant funds available and must attempt to 
use them to meet the needs of all rural 
communities-those with quality problems 
in existing systems and those with no sys
tem at all. 

STEPS TOWARD A SOLUTION 

The problems associated with implemen
tation of the Safe Drinking Water Act are 
due partly to poor coordination between 
FmHA and EPA. This is the premise under
lying the July joint policy statement. Many 
states moved prior to this statement to es
tablish a coordinating mechanism that would 
assist rural communities in dealing with the 
new water quality standards. Vermont, for 
example, can boast an outstanding coopera
tive effort between FmHA and EPA in pro
viding water fac111ties. EPA regularly sends 
lists of communities which are not in com
pliance with their safe drinking water regu
lations to FmHA, which can contact the 
communities directly. Once communities are 
aware of the funds available, they are more 
likely to heed EPA's warning of noncompli
ance. 

Congressional concern has been expressed. 
Congressman Jim Abdnor of South Dakota, 
in introducing amendments to the SDWA 
and the Rural Development Act (RDA), 
noted that: 

"If the Federal Government is going to 
mandate such standards upon a particular 
system, it is also incumbent upon the Fed
eral Government to provide financing on a 
basis the users can afford to pay." 

We couldn't agree more. FmHA enters the 
picture here as the principal funding source 
for communities with populations of 5,500 
and under. It has a special responsib111ty to 
assist these localities in providing appropri
ate water fac111ties that comply with EPA's 
standards. 

Similarly, the Congressional Rural Caucus 
(CRC) requested the Administration in Sep
tember to "develop federal, state, and local 
intergovernmental mechanisms to improve 
coordination and reduce the dimculties, de
lays and red tape small cities and towns must 
undergo to obtain development assistance." 
Moreover, CRC recommended that the admin
istration address the need to "develop within 
USDA a program to help FmHA, EDA, CSA, 
HUD, Labor and other programs used in rural 
communities to improve the accessibllity to 
and delivery of their services" (emphasis 
added). 

Congressman Abdnor expressed his recom
mendations in the form of legislation which 
he introduced this past summer. Although 
no action was taken on his and similar bills, 
they probably will be reintroduced in Janu
ary. H.R. 13752 was a bill amending the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and the Rural Develop
ment Act "to provide additional assistance to 
small communities and rural water systems 
in meeting drinking water standards." In ad-
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dition to increasing grant authority for water 
systems to 90 percent (from the present 50 
percent) and authorizing grants for those 
systems which have experienced "higher 
than anticipated expenses," the blll would 
have required certain EPA-FmHA coopera
tion. 

First, it sought to prohibit the Adminis
trator of EPA "from acting against a public 
water system which is not 1n compliance 
with SDWA 1! it has a pending application 
with FmHA to finance the necessary im
provements." Second, associations proposing 
to construct water systems would be per
mitted to ask EPA to test the supplies of pro
posed users for compliance with SDWA 
standards. If present supplies do not meet 
the SDWA standards, then the proposed sys
tem would qualify for grant assistance from 
FmHA on the same basis as existing systems. 

It is heartening to see the perception and 
awareness that Congressman Abdnor mani
fests towards the rural water problem. He 
addresses the most common problems effec
tively, and even tackles some that are not 
so common. He advocates rearrangement of 
FmHA's grant priorities so that communities 
faced with unanticipated deterioration of 
water supplies can receive immediate action. 
Those communities which request money 
for the sole purpose of compliance with 
SDWA primary drinking water standards 
would become second on the list. H.R. 13752 
would prohibit EPA from requiring a water 
system to notl!y its users of noncompliance 
with SDWA standards 1! the community 
has applied for assistance in order to com
ply. The fact that states are supposed to 
assume the rcsponsib111ty tor notl!ying sys
tems and their users in the event of non
compliance has been a major point of con
tention with EPA since the SDWA became 
law. Because of their inabllity to control the 
funding source, states often do not want to 
exercise their right to -primacy, and certain 
states have denied lt completely (South 
Dakota, Wyoinlng and Utah are examples.) 
The state's view is that they should not 
have to bear the burden of explaining non
compliance to owners of water systems and 
their users when they have no power to ex
tend the resources necessary for compliance. 
Congressman Abdnor saw it, too, when he 
stated: "EPA writes the rules and the water 
users pay the expenses," H.R. 13752 at
tempted to go far beyond the concept of 
EPA-FmHA ooordination. It proposed specific 
solutions to a. number of problems implicit 
m the provision of rural water supplles and, 
the solutions were based on the use of pres
ent program mechanisms. 

The thrust of both the Abdnor legislative 
proposals and the EPA-FmHA policy state
ment is essentially the same: making the 
best of a bad situation through coordination 
and other programmatic changes. This may 
be the best that can be done and, given the 
fact that the present situation can only be 
improved, better coordination and program 
management would be no small accomplish
ment. However, the root of the problem may 
well be something quite different. On the 
one hand, the Congress has decided that the 
nation's drinking water quality must be 
improved substantially. On the other, the 
Carter administration has decided that there 
will be no costly new programs and no sta.
nificant increases in those which already 
exist. This was the admlnlstration's position 
two years ago and it continues to be stated 
in light of continuing inflation. There sim
ply may be no way even with all the coordi
nation in the world, that both objectives
improved qualtty and economy--can be 
achieved. In the end, something is going to 
have to give--either the Carter adinlnistra
tior. will have to agree to a new, or greatly 
expanded, program to help small commu
nities meet the drinking water standards 
or it wtll have to agree to soften the stand-

ards or delay their implementation. Coordi
nation can only do so much. 

The obvious implication of FYI's con
clusion is that more money will be re
quired if the goal of safe drinking water 
is to be met, and that may be so. While 
my bill does not provide for an increase 
in total Federal funding for water sys
tem improvements at this time, it would 
establish a more rational regulatory 
process within which the need for such 
an increase could be assessed and would 
become apparent. 

Writing in the May I June 1979 edition 
of Outdoor America, Deputy EPA Ad
ministrator Barbara Blum made several 
pertinent remarks in an article entitled 
"EPA, Economics and the Environment." 
Among the points Ms. Blum endeavored 
to convey were the following: 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
considers itself part of President Carter's 
administration and part of his anti-infla
tion team. EPA administers laws covering 
drinking water and their economic impact 
has not been lost on an economy racked by 
unremitting inflation. EPA is committed to 
adinlnistering the law as inexpensively and 
emciently as possible. 

Resources-including clean water tend to 
become less plentiful as society becomes 
more densely populated, more urbanized. It 
is wrong, therefore, to think of our current 
problems as either primarily environmental 
or primarily economic. History teaches us 
that they are both at once. 

We cannot afford an unhealthy environ
ment, nor can we afford an economy plagued 
by inflation or racked by unemployment. We 
must debunk the myth that free enterprise 
and environmental regulation are natural 
enemies. 

EPA fights and will continue to fight In
flation tour basic ways: through improve
ment of the regulatory process itself; 
through increased cooperation with indus
try and state, local, and foreign govern
ments; through improvements in the en
forcement process; and through the intro
duction of flexible marketplace Incentives. 

EPA is working to have state governments 
assume admlnlstrative responsib111ties at the 
local and state levels so that those closest 
to a problem wlll make the required regula
tory decisions, presumably in the most cost
efl'ectlve manner possible. 

EPA helped pioneer the new Regulatory 
Council. The council aims to increase coop
eration within the bureaucracy and reduce 
rule making. 

Cooperation within the bureaucracy 
and reduced rulemaking are admirable 
goals, but the cooperation of those who 
are regulated is even more important. 
The best way to get such cooperation is 
to have rules which are reasonable and 
well justified, and I believe there is 
room for a great deal of improvement 
in this regard. 

Indeed, on page 42247 of the July 19 
Federal Register, EPA itself admits: 

While the Safe Drinking Water Act calls for 
issuance of revised regulations shortl"y after 
completion of the National Academy of Sci
ence's study, it was the Congress' expecta
tion that the National Academy of Science's 
report would provide sumcient bases for such 
revised regulations. However. the Academy 
was unable to make specific recommenda
tions as to safe levels of contaminants in 
drinking water to be used as a basis for maxi
mum contaminant levels. Ra·ther, NAS pro
vided background information, recommen
dations for further research, and recommen-
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da.tions rega.rcllng acceptable daily intakes 
for cert ain compounds. 

Conversion of these recommendations and 
information into drinking water regulations 
is therefore a. more lengthy and complex 
process than originally anticipated, and is
suance of revised regulations in the pre
scribed time-frame became unreaUstic. 

Furthermore, EPA acknowledges: 
The States have encountered several prob

lems with respect to the microbiological 
MCLs and the monitoring requirements for 
small pubUc wa.ter systems. Greater latitude 
has also been urged with respect to require
ments a.ppUca.ble to non-community systems 
and with the requirement of publlc notifica
tion through the media. for all MCL viola
tions a.ppllca.ble to community water sys
tems. 

Finally, EPA states: 
All existing MCLs wm be re-evaluated in 

llght of recently acquired data., particularly 
that contained in the National Academy of 
Sciences• report "Drinking Water and 
Health," and other information including a. 
comprehensive follow-up study by the Na
tional Academy of Sciences now underway. 
Resulting changes wm be reflected in Re
vised National Primary Drinking Water Reg
ulations to be proposed subsequently." 

In concluding her remarks in Outdoor 
America, Deputy EPA Administrator 
Blum said: 

As we move into the 1980's, it is imperative 
our economic investments are environmen
tally sound and our environmental invest
ments economical. Success depends upon our 
keeping that equation balanced. 

That is exactly what my bill is de
signed to do with respect to drinking 
water in rural areas and small towns. I 
have a sense that reason must prevail
eventually; but, in the meantime, that is 
little relief to those who are faced with 
the impossibility or excessively costly 
prospect of having to comply with the 
existing law and regulations. Nor is it of 
much comfort to those who are ignored 
by the act. 

I urge my colleagues and particularly 
the members of the Subcommittee on 
Health and the Environment to give this 
matter further, serious consideration. 
For those who might be interested, my 
previous remarks on this issue mav be 
found on pages 24743, 30222, and 37267-
37268 of the August 7, September 19, and 
October 14, 1978, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
respectively. The text of the bill is on 
pages 24745-24746 of the August 7, 1978, 
RECORD. 

The goal of safe drinking water for all 
Americans is unquestioned. The question 
is how best to maximize achievement of 
that goal. I believe the first step which 
must be taken is to reduce the attitude 
of confrontation which exists between 
the regulators and the regulated. My bill 
would do so and, hopefully, would en
courage both to work together toward 
responsible and cost-effective solutions 
to our Nation's drinking water problems. 

0 1300 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. COLLINS) . 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky 
<Mr. CARTER) , who Is our ranking mem
ber and is so keebly concerned with the 
health of America. 

I am keenly concerned, too, but I be
lieve this bill is a step backward instead 
of a step forward. 

You know, we have so many health 
regulations in this country, we just can
not hardly afford to live anymore. 

I remember in our own district down 
there, this is where the Indians got 
started, down in Texas. We have 300 
old camps in our area where Indians 
lived. 

We have the Lewisville Man, that is 
supposed to be the oldest man. The In
dians had a very healthy society. No
body was any stronger physically or had 
a greater physique than Indians. 

I want to tell my colleagues, 1f you re
member back, you heard of very few In
dians who lived past 40 years of age. 
They had fresh air, fresh water, fresh 
grass, but they just did not have the 
American way of life. 

We are just about to price this Ameri
can way of life out of business. We have 
got so many gimmicks. In fact, when my 
friend talked about water, the first 
thing that came to my mind was the 
drinking water here in Washington. 

I cannot stand this tap water myself. 
I have to carry a gallon jug. I go down 
to buy completely natural water in the 
grocery store to drink. This is plain 
water just as it comes out of the spring. 
But Washington has been meeting all 
these requirements; they have to add 
chemicals for EPA standard water. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I will yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. What would it cost the 
public if they, like the gentleman from 
Texas, went to the grocery store and 
bought their water? Would it not cost 
millions and millions more? This bill will 
save millions. 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I want to tell 
the gentleman this. The reason I do not 
drink this Washington water is that it is 
meeting the regulations that we have 
written. I have just had all these con
gressional regulations that I need. Wash
ington water meets the regulations that 
we have mandated. I do not want any 
more of this water that meets these 
regulations. I would just rather have 
plain water from the spring. 

Now, in addition to what we have de
manded in drinking water and what 
meets its requirements, another thing 
that concerns anybody that is from an 
oil-producing State is what they are 
going to do to secondary recovery of oil. 
They estimate in this report that it will 
cost $665 million. I have never seen an 
estimate yet where they do not miss at 
least twice. 

In other words, if they say $665 mil
lion, that means it will run a billion and 
a half dollars more to meet regulations. 

What they are doing in order to re
cover oil from these old oilfields all over 
the country way out in the sticks, is to 
go in, and they take water and pump it 
back down underneath the oil sand. I saw 
one well the other day, 7,000 feet deep, 
they pumped it down in there, and then 
the water makes the oil fioat. And be
cause they are paid what you call a 
stripper well ·basis of $18 which they are 

getting on it, they are able to make 
money even though 98 percent of the 
pump back is water and 2 percent oil. 

Now with this particular requirement. 
by the time they get through meeting 
these Government regulations, the oil 
producers will not be able to water fiood 
all of these oil reserves that we have all 
over the country. 

We are hoping that secondary and 
tertiary oil recovery is going to be the 
major answer where we can help increase 
production in the United States. EPA 
water regulations are going to mean 
more and more costs. Excessive rules 
provide an unbearable situation on these 
producing people, and what we are going 
to do, we are going to force America to 
continue to be more dependant on im
ports of the OPEC oil. 

Just to remind you, again, and we 
seem to forget it, 6 years ago our coun
try was importing $3 billion in oil. This 
year we are importing $60 billion in oil. 
If we pass this particular provision, we 
are going to close out the potential that 
we have for tremendous secondary and 
tertiary oil recoveries. It is going to be 
economically impossible to water flood 
all of these large oil reserve areas. This 
does not mean anything about pure 
water. Most of these oilfields are 50 
miles out in the country, but with the 
requirements, you would think you were 
right under Main Street in downtown 
New York. 

Think about it. The name of the bill 
is a good name-Safe Drinking Water 
Act. But what we should do, we ought to 
think first of the future of America, and 
the future of America is to send this bill 
back to committee. 

The following are the remarks with 
the full minority views: 
MINORITY VIEWS ON H.R. 3509 SAFE DRINKING 

WATER ACT AUTHORIZATIONS 
H.R. 3509 extends for 3 fiscal years the 

authorization !or programs under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. Because the b111 is noth
ing more than a. straight-out authorization 
b111 without substantive amendments to the 
act itself, any amendments not tied to the 
authorization period could be ruled out of 
order as nongerma.ne. However, the brevity 
and scope of the b111 mask a number of 
controversial issues flowing !rom EPA's ad
ministration of the statute. 

The contention was made in Committee 
that the best course of action was oversight 
coupled with a three-year authorization in 
light of the ongoing administrative process 
with respect. to some of these matters. The 
problem with that approach is that it 1s for 
practical purposes and instruction to EPA to 
continue on its course absent effective Con
gressional input. This is so because the Sen
ate as of now also has a. 3-year authoriza
tion blll and the prospect of opening up the 
Act should problems arise in the interim is 
remote due to lack of leverage-as witness the 
situation with respect to the Clean Air Act. 
In Ught of the slgntflcance of the potential 
disruptive activities o! certain aspects of the 
Act, it would be far preferable to have a. one
year authorization to keep EPA on a. shorte: 
leash. 

Briefly, a.t least three major problems have 
cropped up regarding this Act. That is, the 
proposed national interim primary drinking 
water regulations on organtes, the under
ground· injection regulations (pa.rtlcula.rly 
dealing with oil and gas), and certain ob
stacles in the administration of the program. 
As previously mentioned, the b111 unfortu-
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nately does not address these vital matters. 
A short outline of these extremely compli
cated issues follows: 

Organics.-In February 1978, EPA proposed 
regulations to limit organic chemicals in 
drinking water. The final regulations w111 
probably be promulgated this summer. 
The regulation addressed trlhalomethanes 
(which are formed during disinfection with 
chlorine of water containing naturally oc
curring materials) and other man-made 
compounds caused by urban, agricultural, 
and industrial pollution. Trthalomethanes 
would be subjected to a maximum contami
nant level of 100 parts per b1111on. This 
standard would initially apply to systems 
serving populations of 75,000 or more. Sys
tems serving 10,000 to 75,000 people would 
have to meet certain monitoring require
ments, and those serving less than 10,000 
people would be exempt Initially. Coverage 
wlll be extended to all systems when feasible. 

EPA proposed to restrict synthetic organic 
chemicals by requiring the Installation of 
granular activated carbon (GAC) or some 
equivalent technology. This requirement 
woud apply to systems serving greater than 
75,000 people when monitoring indicates 
that a given water supply is vulnerable to 
this sort of contamin&tion. 

Not only is the scientlflc basis for the 
regulation questionable, but GAC for the 
proposed purpose with frequent on-site re
generation is not a demonstrably effective 
treatment technique. GAC would be ex
tremely costly as reflected In larger rate In
creases for debt services for uses of publlc 
dinklng water systems; would exacerbate our 
unfavorable energy situation because it Is 
quite energy Intensive; and could cause 
health hazards of its own. Of course, the 1m
pact of GAC would be widespread since many 
of the affected munlclpallties are centers of 
food processing for nationwide distribution. 

Underground Injection Control (UIC) .
Regulations to control the underground in
jection of contaminants were first proposed 
In August of 1976. They were withdrawn 
after being subjected to numerous adverse 
comments. They were reproposed on April 20, 
1979 with a 120-day comment periOd. Exten
sive comments on this subject were received 
In the 1977 hearings before the Subcommit
tee and some material was submitted !or the 
record In this year's hearing. 

The regulations would establish the tech
nical criteria and standards to be used in 
Implementing the underground Injection 
control program. The regulations propose 
certain minimum requirements to contain 
injected and formation fluids. Wells divided 
Into five classes for purposes of regulation, 
to wit: (1) Waste disposal below lowest 
underground source of drinking water by in
dustrial, municipal, and nuclear concerns; 
(2) on and gas disposal, recovery and storage; 
(3) special processes such as Frasch sulfur, 
solution mining, and gaslflcation; (4) haz
ardous waste into or above lowest under
ground source of drinking water; and (5) all 
others such as drainage and recharge. 

In the future, EPA proposes to consolidate 
its regulations for its permit programs under 
the hazardous waste management program 
under the Resource COnservation and Recov
ery Act, the UIC program under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, and the National Pol
lutant Discharge Elimination System under 
the Clean Water Act. 

EPA estimates that the proposed program 
costs for 5 years would be about (807.9 mil
lion of which about $665.2 (or more than 80 
percent) would fall on class II wells (oU and 
gas). 

Because most of the cost of the regulations 
would be borne by the on and gas Industry, 
the bulk of the attention has focused there. 
The EPA cost estimate 1s too low because loss 
ot reserve due to operating costs was not in-

eluded in the economic study. Aside from 
aspects of the regula tlons, a more funda
mental objection goes to the threshold ques
tion as to whether or not regulations are 
needed at all. Studies which were prepared 
by the Interstate Oil Compact COmmission in 
response to a statement by a member ot the 
National Drinking Water Advisory Council 
reported that petroleum injection operations 
were not harming underground sources of 
drinking water in the producing States o! 
Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, and New Mexico. 
I! States have sound injection control pro
grams relating to oil and gas prOduction, 
then the existing programs should not be 
hampered by Federal interference. To the ex
tent that the regulations are unnecessary, 
they will be a constraint on energy prOduc
tion, divert funds from energy development, 
aHd represent an Inflationary factor in P.n
ergy costs. 

Administrative Obstacles.-In his state
ment before our Subcommittee on March 
26, Tom Jorllng, Assistant Administrator !or 
Water 11.nd Waste Management of EPA, men
tioned that there were some matters of 
timing and procedure that warrant attention 
at this time. This is so, he said, because "un
Intended obst&eles In the administration of 
the program, particularly to the States, are 
being caused." At the end o! his formal 
statement, he gave a brief summary of what 
he styled as "needed" amendments. These 
amendments would: ( 1) Provide more time 
for Sta.tes to amend their regulations to cor.: 
respond with amended Federal ~egulations, 
thereby ensuring continuity of grants sup
port &nd primary enforcement respons1b111-
ty; (2) extend exemption compliance dead
lines tor interim primary regulations to the 
time frame already established in the act 
relative to the revised regulations, thus pro
viding some systems, particularly the smaller 
ones, with sufilcient time to solve their finan
cial problems and Improve their treatment 
!ac1lities; and (3) adjust the statutory dead
line for prohibiting all unregulated injec
tion practices in view of the delay in promul
gating final regulations and link the el1gib111-
ty o! States to receive underground injec
tion oontrol grants to the promulgations 
of final regulations, thus ensuring that they 
have grant support while seeking to achieve 
primary enforcement responsib111ty. Regret
tably, these obstacles have not been removed. 

JAMES T. BROYHILL. 
JAMES M. COLLINS. 
EDWARD R. MADIGAN. 
DAVE STOCKMAN. 
TOM LOEFFLER. 
GARY A. LEE. 
WILLIAM E. DANNEMEYER. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. DANNEMEYER). 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman from California 
<Mr. WAXMAN) yield for a question? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I would be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Would the gen
tleman explain a little, if he would, as 
to why the authorization in this bill is 
for more than 1 year? What is the ra
tionale for that? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I am sorry. I did not 
hear the gentleman's question. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Would the gen
tleman explain why there is a need legis
latively speaking for an authorization 
longer than 1 year in this bill? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Why there is an au
thorization longer than 1 year for this 
program? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. That is right. 
Mr. WAXMAN. This is an ongoing Ifro-

gram. We are authorizing it for a 3-
year period. That means we are making 
a commitment to continue the safe
drinking water period for a 3-year pe
riod. However, there are a number of is
sues that have been raised today and 
other issues on the minds of all of us 
about regulations that are being pro
posed and the directions the EPA may 
take. 

In dealing with those questions, I have 
clearly expressed my intent to have the 
subcommittee hold hearings and go into 
further legislative action on the Safe 
Drinking Water Act itself without hav
ing to wait for an authorization period 
to expire. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Would it not 
make more sense from the standpoint of 
good legislative policy to limit the au
thorization for just 1 year to insure that 
at the expiration of this year that Con
gress would be able to exercise its ap
propriate review and oversight function? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I do not think we need 
to exercise the review and oversight 
function. It seems to me that is an on
going responsibility. Particularly this 
legislation, I think, requires of us to con
tinue an oversight investigation into a 
lot of new areas that they plan to under
take, even before that year is up, so that 
we might decide whether we want to take 
further legislative action on the Safe 
Drinking Water Act itself. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. If I understand 
the chairman correctly that some time 
next year the subcommittee would 
concern itself with this legislation and 
would hold hearings of oversight on this 
specific act? 

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Could the gen
tleman indicate about what time during 
the year he intends to have those hear
ings? 

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman 
would yield further, I hope to have those 
oversight hearings before the subcom
mittee by the fall of this year, which will 
enable us to act legislatively early next 
year, if necessary. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. One of the rea
sons that I ask this question and these 
questions relates to the question that 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
CoLLINS) earlier raised as to just how ex
tensive is this going to impact upon the 
ability of oil producers in this country 
to recover oil from marginal fields. It 
was my feeling that it is appropriate for 
the Congress to continue oversight, cer
tainly within the year, to determine if 
really we have priced ourselves out of 
the ability to recover oil from some of 
these fields that would be classified as 
marginal. 

I thank the gentleman for his com
ments. 

Mr. WAXMAN. On that very point 
which was raised by the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. CoLLINS) in the full Energy 
and Foreign Commerce Committee. I 
want to point out that the regulations 
that both of the gentlemen have express
ed concern about are now in a period of 
120-day comments before EPA. 

Therefore, EPA will have 120 days 
further before they do anything with 
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the regulations, and the regulations will 
not take effect for 2 years. It is my in
tent not to wait that long a period of 
time but to have us make a very clear 
examination of the impact of that reg
ulation on a whole range of concerns that 
are before us; and if need be, we will 
act legislatively to change the law if the 
subcommittee and the Congress feel that 
is appropriate, but we will act before 
those regulations ever take effect. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the 
chairman for his comments. 

0 1310 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, some remarks were made 

about clean water. How in the world 
could any intelligent man be opposed to 
clean, pure, crystalline water? 

Not too long ago the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ) asked that we 
protect the aquifers containing this pure 
water about the city of San Antonio, and 
we did that. Water being injected, of 
course, must be controlled. We have had 
some very serious trouble with water 
being injected in New Jersey in the 
aquifers, and it is my understanding that 
it will be years before this water can be 
purified. 

Not only that, where we have injec
tions to save oil we can also pollute aqui
fers and have water rendered not po
table for many years. We must protect 
the pure water system in our country. 

I strongly support this legislation and 
I urge its approval. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington (Mr. FOLEY) . 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if 
I could ask the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee if he would clarify his 
intentions regarding this particular area 
of authorization. Do I understand that 
prior to the 3-year expiration of the au
thorization undertaken by this suspen
sion bill that there will be additional leg
islation reaching the floor? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. WAXMAN. There is a great deal of 

concern about the proposed regulations 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act 
which has led our subcommittee to the 
desire to hold hearings on the proposed 
regulations and to look at the substance 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act itself. 
I expect that we will have legislation be
fore the expiration of the authorization 
period which will deal with these sub
stantive questions in the act itself. 

What we propose to do in this legisla
tion merely is to continue the financial 
authorization for the safe drinking water 
program, with the understanding that 
Members will have legislation before 
them to make substantive changes in 
the law. 

Mr. FOLEY. Does the gentleman as
sume when the legislation reaches the 
floor if it deals with any part of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act that the germane
ness rule would not be applied to limit 
amendments to other parts of the au
thorization act? 

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman wlll 

continue to yield, it is always my under
standing and would be clearly my intent 
that the legislation which would make 
substantive changes in the Safe Drink
ing Water Act would open up the whole 
Safe Drinking Water Act to changes. In 
subcommittee consideration of H.R. 3509, 
we did not have the opportunity to look 
into the complicated questions raised by 
some about the law itself. We were faced 
with the May 15 authorizing deadline. 
So what we propose to do is reauthorize 
the existing drinking water program with 
the clear commitment that we will then 
examine the legislation itself to see what 
changes would be made. 

Mr. FOLEY. Does the gentleman as
sume that it would happen in this Con
gress? 

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would assume it would. 

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentlem::m 
for his assurances. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Washington has expired. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman. 

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. Mr. Speaker. I am concerned 
in some areas of the legislation about 
the effort of many to provide for some 
form of overview on programs within 
the jurisdiction of the various commit
tees through sunset legislation being ef
fectively vitiated in committee rather 
than holding legislation within their 
jurisdiction to report changes or au
thorization extensions by the Suspension 
Calendar, prohibiting Members on the 
:floor from offering relevant amend
ments. Therefore, I am delighted with 
the gentleman from California, the dis
tinguished chairman of the subcommit
tee's assurances that this will be an area 
where the House will be provided with 
an opportunity within the near future 
to work its will on my appropriate 
amendments to the basic authorization 
act. I hope that will be a standard fol
lowed by other committees with respect 
to legislation dealing especially with 
regulations of the kind involved in the 
Clean Water Act. I thank the gentleman 
for his assurances. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments and. I appreciate his 
indulgence in having our subcommittee 
look into the substance of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act during our over
sight hearings, and at this time, allowing 
the authorization of that program to go 
forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time and I yield back the 
balance of my time. · 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY). 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to this bill, not because, 
a.s maybe the gentleman from Kentucky 
implied, that those of us who rise 
against this bill might be against safe 
drinking water, for nobody in this cham
ber i'5 against safe drinking water. But 
No. 1, because it is on the Suspension 
Calendar, and No. 2, because we do not 
have the opportunity to deal with some 

of these very serious questions that 
ought to be dealt with. 

Quite obviously the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. WAXMAN) trusts and feels 
that EPA is going to be a responsible 
agent of the people of our country. Let 
me tell the gentleman that he will find 
otherwise as he serves as chairman of 
the subcommittee for a long time, as 
we discovered in the Agriculture Com
mittee. The Members will find that EPA 
is a bunch of lawyers. They do not know 
much about the things they are dealing 
with. They are a group of idealists and 
eccentrics and we need to put them un
der control once in awhile. I am a mem
ber of the Agriculture Committee, and 
I ask the subcommittee chairman to 
listen to the gentleman from Washing
ton, the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee, Mr. FoLEY. The subcommit
tee chairman will find out the only way 
we were able .to get EPA to listen to the 
members of the Agriculture Committee 
on the Federal Pesticide Act, was to give 
a year-to-year extension of the authori
zation of that program, not a 3-year 
program as the gentleman is endeavor
ing to do here for the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. He may trust the EPA, and 
he may have them listening to him, and 
he may have them being responsible. But 
I think the gentleman had better ques
tion whether or not he really does. A 
3-year authorization has given EPA a 
free reign that the agency should not 
have. 

Had we given them that with the Fed
eral Pesticide Act we would never have 
gotten any reforms brought about in 
that act. I think the irresponsibility of 
EPA is best illustrated by the rules and 
regulations they promulgated under the 
Safe Drinking Water Act in February 
1978. Those rules were very irresponsi
ble. They only allow~d one way of puri
fying water. They applied it to all cities 
over 70,000. That is irresponsible, and 
because of that activity we need an op
portunity to amend this act. That is 
why I ask the Members to vote down 
this bill on suspension so we can gain 
an opportunity to propose a 1-year-only 
authorization. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
support the legislation that is before us 
today. Again. I strongly support pure, 
clean. crystalline water, water that is 
healthful and wholesome, and water 
that satisfies a person when he is suffer
ing from thirst. Water which drops as 
the gentle rain from heaven. It is twice 
bless; it blesses the one who gives and 
the one who receives. 

I strongly support pure drinking water 
and this legislation, Mr. Speaker. 
• Mr. JENRETTE. Mr. Speaker, I have 
discussed with the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. WAXMAN) a problem we are 
facing in South Carolina. As he knows, 
the interim primary drinking water regu
lations set a maximum contaminant level 
for fluoride. Many small towns and cities 
in my district have determined that they 
do not meet the fluoride standard, and 
that it will be very costly for them to 
install a.nd operate the requisite tech
nology so that they might meet the 
standards. They further question 
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whether the negative or adverse effects 
of natural fluoride in water has on a 
small percentage of the population war
rants the massive investments required 
to filter it out. This is especially true 
during these hard economic times. 

It is my understanding that EPA is 
aware of this situation and is engaging 
in discussion with oftlcials of South 
Carolina. to assess the effect of :fluoride 
on human health, especially on teeth. It 
is also my understanding that his com
mittee plans to hold oversight hearings 
on a number of different issues pertain
ing to drinking water, including the 
problems facing small systems. We need 
some assistance and the people need re
lief. Toward this end I have introduced 
a bill to provide relief until the true 
effects on the population in question can 
be closely examined to determine if the 
negative impact is sufiicient enough to 
warrant these extreme measures. 

I a.m pleased that the chairman, Mr. 
WAXMAN, feels it would be very helpful 
to the Subcommittee on Health and the 
Environment to focus on the problem 
posed by naturally occurring fluoride 
during oversight hearings and that he 
is willing to work with South carolina. 
and other States to this end. Further, I 
understand, the committee will give 
my bill every consideration. I understand 
EPA is presently studying the health 
effects of :fluoride and I look forward to 
receiving the report when the study is 
concluded. Finally, I want to thank Mr. 
WAXMAN and his subcommittee for the 
consideration shown me.e 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
3509. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of clause 3, rule XXVII, and the 
Chair's prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be post
poned. 

RESIGNATION AS CONFEREE AND 
APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREE ON 
H.R. 4389, LABOR-HEALTH, EDUCA
TION, AND WELFARE APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1979 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation as a conferee of 
the House-Senate Conference Committee 
on the bill, H.R. 4389, Labor-Health, 
Education, and Welfare Appropriations: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1979. 

Hon. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR "TIP": On July 27, 1979 I was 
appointed by you as a Conferee to the House
Senate Conference Committee tor Labor
Health, Education, and Welfare Appropria
tions. 

In light of my continued hospitalization, I 
would like to authorize you, at your discre
tion, to appoint a substituted Conferee !or 
th&lt Conference. 

With best wishes, I Bill, 

Sincerely yours, 
DANIEL J. FLOOD, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Without ol:>jeotion, 
the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 

the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
BoLAND) to serve as a conferee to fill the 
vacancy. and the Clerk will notify the 
Senate of the action of the House. 

0 1320 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I make 
a. point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, because 
of the controversy surrounding House 
Joint Resolution 381, I make a. point of 
order that a. quorum is not present, and 
move a. call of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot en
tertain a. point of order at this stage. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. (Mr. DANIELSON) . 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a. call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic de

vice, and the following Members re
sponded to their names: 

[Roll No. 397] 
Abdnor Cleveland Fuqua 
Addabbo Clinger Gaydos 
Akaka Coelho Gephardt 
Albosta Coleman Gibbons 
Alexander Collins, Tex. Gilman 
Anderson, Conable Gingrich 

Calif. Conte Ginn 
Anderson, Dl. Corcoran Glickman 
Andrews, Cotter Goldwater 

N.Dak. Courter Gonzalez 
AilDIUllZio Crane, Daniel Goodling 
AnthoDJY Crane, Philip Gore 
Applegate D'Amours Gradlson 
Ashbrook Daniel, Dan Granml 
Aspin Daniel, R. W. Grassley 
Atkinson Dandelson Gray 
AuCoin Dail!llemeyer Green 
Bafalis Daschle Grisham 
Bailey Davis, Mich. Guarini 
Baldus Davis, S.C. Gudger 
Barnard de la Garza Guyer 
Barnes Deckard Hagedorn 
Bauman Dellums Hall, Ohio 
Beard, R.I. Derrick Hall, Tex. 
Beard, Tenn. Derwinski Hamilton 
Bedell Devine Hammer-
Beilenson Dickinson schmidt 
Benjamin Dicks Hance 
Bennett Dingell Hanley 
Bethune Dixon Hansen 
Bevill Donnelly Harkin 
Biaggi Downey Harris 
Bingham Duncan, Oreg. Hawkins 
Blanchard Duncan, TeDlil. Heckler 
Boggs Earlv Hefner 
Boland Eckhardt Hettel 
Boner Edgar Hightower 
Bonior Edwards, Ala. Hillis 
Bonker Edwards, Calif. Hinson 
Bouquard Emery Hollenbeck 
Bowen English Holt 
Bra.demas Erdahl Holtzman 
Brinkley Ertel Hopkins 
Brodhead Evans, Del. Horton 
Brooks Evans, Ga. Howard 
Broomfield Evans, Ind. Hubbard 
Brown, Calif. Fary Huckaby 
Brown, Ohio Fascell Hughes 
Broyhill Fazio !chord 
Buchanan Fenwick [reland 
Burgener Ferraro Jacobs 
Burlison Findley Jeffords 
Burton, Phillip Fisher Jeffries 
Butler Fithian Jenkins 
Byron Flippo Jenrette 
Campbell Florio Johnson, Calif. 
Carney Foley Jones, N.C. 
Carr Ford, Mich. Jones, Okla. 
Carter Ford, Tenn. Jones, Tenn. 
Cavanaugh Fountain Kastenzneier 
Chappell Fowler Kazen 
Cheney Frenzel Kelly 
Clausen Frost Kemp 

Kildee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach, Iowa 
Leach, La. 
Leath, Tex. 
Lederer 
Lee 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loemer 
Long, La. 
Long,Md. 
Lott 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McDonald 
McHugh 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Ma11ltey 
Marks 
Marriott 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 
Mica. 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Ohio 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mottl 
Murphy,m. 
Murphy, N.Y. 

Murphy, Pa. Snowe 
Murtha Snyder 
Myers, Ind. Solarz 
Myers, Pa. Solomon 
Natcher Spellman 
Neal Spence 
Nedzi StGermain 
Nelson Stack 
Nichols Staggers 
O'Brien Stangeland 
Oakar SLa.nton 
Oberstar Stark 
Obey Steed 
Panetta Stenholm 
Pa.shayan Stewart 
Patten Stokes 
Paul Stratton 
Pepper Studds 
Perkins Stump 
Petri Sw.ift 
Peyser Symms 
Pickle Synar 
Preyer Tauk.e 
Price Taylor 
Pritchard Thomas 
Pursell Thompson 
Quayle Traxler 
Rahal! Trible 
Rangel Van Deerlin 
Ratchford Vanik 
Regula Vento 
Reuss Volkmer 
Richmond Walgren 
Rinaldo Walker 
Ritter Wampler 
Roberts Watkins 
Robinson WaX!lllan 
Roe Weaver 
Rose Weiss 
Roth White 
Rousselot Whitehurst 
Roybal Whitley 
Royer Whittaker 
Rudd Whitten 
Runnels Williams, Mont. 
Russo Wilson, Bob 
Sabo Wilson,C.H. 
Satterfield Wilson, Tex. 
Sawyer Winn 
Schroeder Wolff 
Schulze Wolpe 
Seiberling Wyatt 
Sensenbrenner Wydler 
Shannon Wylie 
Sharp Yates 
Shelby Yatron 
Shumway Young, Alaska 
Shuster Young, Fla. 
Simon Young, Mo. 
Skelton Zablocki 
Slack Zeferettl 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 

0 1330 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this 

rollcall, 372 Members have recorded 
their presence by electronic device. Un
der the rule further proceedings under 
the call are dispensed with. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate 
has been concluded on all motions to 
suspend the rules. 

Pursuant to clause 3, rule XXVII, the 
Chair will now put the question on the 
motion on which further proceedings 
were postponed. 

A vote will be taken on H.R. 3509. 

SAFE DRINKING WATER 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un
finished business is the question of sus
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 3509. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques

tion is on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from California <Mr. WAXMAN) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
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pass the bill H.R. 3509, on which the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

0 1340 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BAUMAN. I have a parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman wlll 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, what hap
pens with this last bill which was listed 
on the Suspension Calendar today, the 
Califano-Adams-Blumenthal Relief Act? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is not 
seeking recognition on that matter. 

Mr. BAUMAN. It is not to be called up? 
The SPEAKER. That is the plan. 

SAFE DRINKING WATER 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi
ness is the question of suspending the 
rules and passing the bill, H.R. 3509. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California <Mr. WAXMAN) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 3509, on which the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 319, nays 76, 
not voting 39, as follows: 

(Roll No. 398] 

YEA~19 

Abd,n.or Cheney 
Addabbo Clausen 
Akaka Cleveland 
Albosta Clinger 
Alexwnder Coelho 
Anderson, Coleman 

Calif. Conable 
Anderson, Dl. Conte 
Andrews, N.C. Corcoran 
Andrews, Cotter 

N.Dak. Coughlln 
Annunzio Courter 
Anthony D'Amours 
Ashley Danlelson 
Aspin Daschle 
Atkinson Davis, S.C. 
AuCoin de la. Garza 
Bafalis Deckard 
Batley Dellums 
Baldus Derrick 
Barnard Derwinski 
Barnes Dickinson 
Beard, R.I. Dicks 
Bedell D1ngell 
Bellenson Dodd 
Benj am1n Don·nelly 
Bethune Dornan 
Bevill Downey 
Blaggi Drlnan. 
Bingham Duncan, Tenn. 
Blanchard Early 
Boggs Eckhardt 
Boland Edgar 
Boner Edwards, Ala. 
Bonior Edwards, Call!. 
Booker Emery 
Bouquard English 
Bowen Erdahl 
Brad.cmas Erl.enborn 
Brinkley Ertel 
Brodhead Evans, Del. 
Brooks Fary 
Broomfield Fascell 
Brown, Calif. Fazio 
Brown,Ohlo Fen~ck 
Buchanan Ferraro 
Burgener Fisher 
Burlison Fithian 
Burton, John Flippo 
Burton, PhUllp Florio 
Byron Folev 
Campbell Ford, Mich. 
Carr Ford, Tenn. 
Carter Foulllta.in 
Chappell Fowler 

Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Ginn 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gradlson 
Gra.mm 
Gray 
Green 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Guyer 
lhgedorn 
Hall, Ohio 
Hamilton 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hance 
Hanley 
Harkin 
Harris 
Harsha 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Hettel 
Hightow~r 
Hillis 
Hinson 
Hollenbeck 
Holtzman 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hughea 
Hutto 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffordg 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kemp 
KUdee 
Kogovse.lt 

Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Latta 
!Leach, Iowa 
Leach, La.. 
Lederer 
Lee . 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Levitas 
rLI.oyd • 
Long, La. 
Long,Md. 
Lott 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lund1ne 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Mal1key 
Marks 
Marriott 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mam:ol1 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Ohio 
M1neta 
Minish 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Moorhead, 

Cal1f. 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Mottl 
Murphy,m. 

Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Badha.m 
Bauman 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bennett 
Broyhlll 
Butler 
Carney 
Cavanaugh 
Collins, Tex. 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Da.n1el, Dan 
Dandel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Davis, Mich. 
Devine 
Edwards, Okla. 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Findley 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goldwater 

Murphy, N.Y. 
Murphy,Pa. 
Murtha 
Myers,Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottt.nger 
Panetta 
Patten 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
R1chmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Roth 
Roybal 
Royer 
Rrusso 
Sabo 
Santlnl 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Simon 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 

NAYS-76 
Grassley 
Hall, Tex. 
Hansen 
Holt 
Huckaby 
I chord 
Jeffries 
Jenrette 
Jones, N.C. 
Kelly 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Leath, Tex. 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loemer 
Lungren 
McDonald 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Myers, Ind. 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Quayle 
Quillen 

Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spellman 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Steed 
Ste'Wiart 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thompson 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Van Deerlin 
Vanlk 
Vento 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
WaXInan 
Weaver 
Weiss 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wolpe 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 
Zeferettl 

Roberts 
Robinson 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Satterfield 
Sensenbrenner 
Sh'l.Ullway 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Smith, Nebr. 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Symms 
Tau.ke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Ullman 
Volkmer 
WU11ams, Mont. 
Wilson, Bob 
Wydler 
Young, Mo. 

NOT VOTIN~9 
Ambro 
Bereuter 
Bolling 
Breaux 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Oollins, Ill. 
Ccmyers 
Corman 
Diggs 
Dlxon 
Dougherty 
Dun-can, Oreg. 

Fish 
Flood 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Giaimo 
Hawkins 
Holland 
Hyde 
Johnson, Colo. 
McKay 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mathis 

0 1350 

Nolan 
Oa.ka.r 
Patterson 
Pease 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Rodino 
Rosten.kowski 
Sebelius 
Treen 
Vander Jagt 
Williams, Ohio 
Wright 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Rodino with Mr. Vander Jagt. 
MT. Ambro with Mr. RaUsback. 

Mr. Rosten.kowskt with Mr. Treen. 
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Sebelius. 
Mr. Giaimo with Mr. Johnson o! Colorado. 
Mr. Clay with Mr. Marienee. 
Mr. McKay with Mr. Fish. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Forsythe. 
Mr. Pease with Mr. Hyde. 
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Williams o! Ohio. 
Mr. Breaux with Mr. Martin. 
Mrs. Collins o! nunois with Mr. Dougherty. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Bereuter. 
Mr. Dixon with Mr. Holland. 
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Garcia. 
Mr. Duncan of Oregon with Mr. Mathis. 
Mr. Nolan with Ms. Dakar. 
Mr. Patterson with Mr. Flood. 

Messrs. LIVINGSTON, EVANS of 
Georgia, HUCKABY, and KINDNESS 
changed their vote from "yea" to ';nay." 

So <two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill <S. 1146) 
to amend title XIV of the Public Health 
Service Act, as amended by the Safe 
Drinking Water Act (88 Stat. 1680, 42 
U.S.C. 300j), to extend for 3 fiscal 
years the authorization for appropria
tions, and for other purposes, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 1146 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
1444 o! the Public Health Service Act 1s 
amended by adding a new subsection (e) • 
which shall read as follows: 

" (e) The administrator shall esta.bUsh 
demonstration projects for the abatement 
and control o! drinking water contaminants, 
including both synthetic, organic and In
organic substances, In water supply systems 
serving five thousand persons or less. For 
purposes o! this subsection, there are au
thorized to be appropriated $1,000,000, which 
shall remain available untU expended.". 

SEC. 2. (a) Section 1442(e) o! the Publlc 
Health Service Act is amended by striking 
"and" immediately following "1977;" and by 
inserting after "1979" and before the period: 
"; $21,405,000 !or fiscal year 1980; $24,647,000 
tor fiscal year 1981; and $30,485,000 !or fis
cal year 1982.". 

(b) Section 1443 o! the Publlc Health 
Service Act ts amended-

( 1) by striking "and" immediately follow
ing "1978" in paragraph (a) (7) and inserting 
a!ter "1979" and immediately following the 
period: "; $29,000,000 !or fiscal year 1980; 
$30,000,000 !or fiscal year 1981; and $35,943,-
000 !or fiscal year 1982.". 

(2) by striking "and" immediately preced
ing "$10,000,000" in paragraph (b) (5) and 
inserting a!ter "1979" and Immediately be
tore the period: "; $7,795,000 !or fiscal year 
1980; $14,453,000 for fiscal year 1981; and 
$15,172,000 tor fiscal year 1982.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN 

Mr. WAXM.AN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. WAXMAN moves to strike out all a!ter 

the enacting clause o! the Senate blll (S. 
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1146) and to insert in lieu thereof the pro
visions of H.R. 3509, as passed by the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
To extend for three fiscal years the au
thorization3 for appropriations under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

A similar House bill, H.R. 3509, was 
Jaid on the table. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITI'EE 
ON COAST GUARD AND NAVIGA
TION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH
ERIES TO SIT DURING 5-MINUTE 
RULE ON TUESDAY, JULY 31, 1979 

Mr. BlAGG I. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Subcommittee on 
Coast Guard and Navigation of the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisher
ies be permitted to sit on Tuesday, July 
31, 1979, during the 5-minute rule, for 
the purpose of holding a hearing, and a 
hearing alone, to explore the problems 
of liability and compensation related to 
the marine transportation of hazardous 
substances. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BIAGGI) ? 

There was no objection. 

PROPOSED MOTION FOR EXPUL
SION OF CONGRESSMAN DIGGS 

<Mr. LUNGREN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time to announce to my colleagues 
my intention to call up a privileged mo
tion immediately after this 1 minute, 
a motion for the expulsion of the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DIGGS). 

The reason I take this time is to ex
plain why we are doing this. We found 
out officially Friday for the first time 
that the committee recommendation on 
censure would be taken up as the first 
order of business on Tuesday. Under the 
manner in which it will be brought up, 
there will not be an opportunity for a 
motion for expulsion to be considered 
in the nature of a substitute or for de
bate. 

0 1400 
The gentleman from California (Mr. 

DANNEMEYER) and I signed a letter co
signed by 40 other Members of ' this 
House, requesting that more time be 
granted during the course of that debate 
and also that a special rule be allowed so 
that the question of expulsion might be 
considered after a just and fair debate 
in this matter. We were informed this 
morning by the Speaker that this was 
not possible, and that the Committee on 
Rules would not meet to consider our re
quest. 

Therefore, since many of us feel that 

the question of expulsion is a serious one 
that ought to be considered on an up-or
down vote, we feel that we have no re
course but to present it at this time so 
that we will avoid what would happen 
otherwise; that is, a consideration of 
the committee recommendation, a final 
vote on the committee recommendation, 
and then the consideraJtion of a 
moot point, which would be the consid
eration of expulsion at that time. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE-IN 
THE MATTER OF CHARLES C. 
DIGGS, JR. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to a question of the privileges of the 
House, and I offer a privileged resolution 
(H. Res. 391) and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That Charles C. Diggs, Jr., a 
Representative from the Thirteenth District 
of Michigan, 1s hereby expelled from the 
House of Representatives. 

BRADEMAS MOTION TO TABLE-
CONGRESS MOTION ON DIGGS 

e Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with reluctance that I support the motion 
to table the resolution calling for the ex
pulsion of Mr. DIGGS. After all, I believe 
firmly that the issue ought to be de
bated-and debated fully. But because 
the issue of expulsion is so grave and 
momentous, the House of Representa
tives should follow an orderly, and fair, 
procedure in considering it. 

The Ethics Committee has studied the 
Diggs case and will be reporting its con
elusions and recommendations tomor
row. Although the committee unani
mously (and on a bipartisan basis) rec
ommended censure of Mr. DIGGs. The 
question of why expulsion should not be 
ordered must and will be dealt with dur
ing the debate at that time. I think or
derliness dictates that the House should 
hear from the Ethics Committee first. 

Furthermore, the motion to expel is a 
privileged one and can be brought up to
morrow, after the debate on the censure 
resolution. If the Members feel that cen
sure is an inappropriate remedy after 
hearing from the committee there will 
be ample opportunity to renew the ex
pulsion motion then. 

We lose nothing by one day's delay and 
gain the assurance that the case will be 
dealt with properly and firmly.e 
MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. BRADEMAS 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the resolution be laid on the table. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Speaker, I will ask the Chair, is the 
gentleman's motion in writing? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will inform 
the gentleman that motion is in writing. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BRADEMAS) to table the resolution offered 
by the gentleman from California <Mr. 
LUNGREN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that ayes appeared 
to have it. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and tJhere were-yeas 205, nays 197, 
not voting 32, as follows: 

[Roll No. 399] 

YEAS-205 
Addabbo Frost Obey 
Akaka Fuqua Ottinger 
Alexander Gaydos Patten 
Anderson, Gibbons Patterson 

Calif. Gilman Pease 
Andrews, N.C. Gonzalez Pepper 
Annunzio Gradlson Peyser 
Ashley Gray Pickle 
Aspin Guarini Preyer 
Atkinson Gudger Price 
AuCoin Hamilton Ra.ha.ll 
Bailey Hanley Rangel 
Baldus Harkin Reuss 
Beard, R.I. Harris Richmond 
Beilenson Hawkins Roberts 
Benjamin Hefner Roe 
Bennett Hollenbeck Rose 
Biaggi Holtzman Rosenthal 
Bingham Horton Roybal 
Blanchard Howard Russo 
Boggs Huckaby Sabo 
Boland Hutto Scheuer 
Bonior Ichord Schroeder 
Bonker Jacobs Seiberling 
Bouquard Jenrette Sh111nnon 
Bowen Johnson, Calif. Sharp 
Brademas Jones, N.C. Simon 
Brinkley Jones, Okla. Skelton 
Brodhead Jones, Tenn. Slack 
Brooks Kastenmeier Smith, Iowa 
Brown, Calif. Kogovsek Solarz 
Burlison LaFalce Spence 
Burton, John Leach, La. St Germain 
Burton, Phillip Lederer Stack 
Byron Lehman Staggers 
CaiT Leland stark 
Cavanaugh Lloyd Steed 
Cheney Long, La.. Stewart 
Clay Long, Md. Stokes 
Coelho Lowry Stratton 
Conte Lundlne Studds 
D'Amours McCormack SWift 
Danielson McHugh Synar 
Davis, S.C. McKinney Thcmpson 
Dellums Markey Udall 
Derrick Marks Ullman 
Dicks Matsui Van Deerlin 
Dingell Mattox Vanik 
Dixon Mavroules Vento 
Dodd Mikulski Volkmer 
Donnelly Mlltva Watkins 
Drlnan Mineta WaXlllan 
Duncan, Oreg. Minish Weaver 
Early Mitchell, Md. Weiss 
Edwards, Calif. Mitchell, N.Y. Whitley 
Evans, Ga. Moakley Whitten 
Evans, Ind. Moffett Williams, Mont. 
Fary Mollohan Wilson, C. H. 
Fascell Moorhead, Pa. Wilson, Tex. 
Fazio Murphy, Til. Wirth 
Ferraro Murphy, N.Y. Wolff 
Fisher Murtha Wolpe 
Fithian Mvers, Pa. Wyatt 
Florio Neal Wylie 
Foley Nedzl Yates 
Ford, Mich. Nowak Young, Mo. 
Ford. Tenn. O'Brien Zablocki 
Fountain Oakar Zeferetti 
Fowler Oberstar 

Abdnor 
Albosta 
Anderson, n1. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Antthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Bad.ham 
Bafalis 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bedell 

NAYS-197 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Boner 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carter 
Chappell 
Clausen 
Cleveland 
Clinger 

Coleman 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Ph111p 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dimnemeyer 
Daschle 
Davis, Mich. 
dela Garza 
Deckard 
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Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dornan 
Downey 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edgar 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans, Del. 
Fenwick 
Findley 
Flippo 
Frenzel 
Gephardt 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
GolcJ.rwater 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Green 
Grisham 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Ohio 
Hall, Tex. 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hance 
Hansen 
Harsha 
Heckler 
Hettel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Hinson 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 

Jenkins 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach,1owa 
Leath, Tex. 
Lee 
!Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loemer 
Lott 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Marriott 
Mazzoll 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller, Call!. 
Miller, Ohio 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Cali!. 
Mottl 
Murphy, Pa. 
Myers, Ind. 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Panetta 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pritchard 

Pursell 
Quayle 
Quillen 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Royer 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Santini 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spellman 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Symms 
Tauk.e 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Tl'ible 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wilson. Bob 
Winn 
Wydler 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 

NOT VOTING-32 
Ambro 
Bereuter 
Bolling 
Breaux 
Chisholm 
Coll1ns, lll. 
Conyers 
Corman 
Diggs 
Dougherty 
Eckhardt 

Fish 
Flood 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Giaimo 
Holland 
Hyde 
Johnson, Colo. 
McKay 
Marlenee 
Martin 

D 1410 

Mathis 
Nolan 
Railsback 
Rodiino 
Rostenkowski 
Sebelius 
Treen 
VanderJagt 
W1lliams, Ohio 
Wright 

Messrs. YOUNG of Missouri, SKEL
TON, and VOLKMER changed their vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to table was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PERsONAL EXPLANATION 

<Mr. HYDE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid
ably detained in Chicago this morning, 
attending the hearing of the Select Com
mittee on Narcotics chaired by the gen
tleman from illinois <Mr. MURPHY) . My 
plane arrived at 5 minutes after 3, and 
I missed the vote on the privileged mo
tion offered by the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. LUNGREN) . 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
in support of the Lungren resolution and 
voted "no" on the motion to table offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
BRADEMAS). 

PROVIDING FOR SENDING H.R. 111 
TO CONFERENCE 

Mr. ZEFERE'ITI. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 390 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. REB. 390 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution the bill (H.R. 111) to enable the 
United States to maintain American security 
and interests respecting the Panama Canal, 
for the duration of the Panama Canal Treaty 
of 1977, with the senate amendments thereto, 
is taken from the Speaker's table to the end 
that the House disagrees to the Senate 
amendments and requests a conference with 
the Senate thereof. 

D 1420 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from New York <Mr. ZEFERETTI) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ZEFERE'ITI. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 min
utes to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. BAUMAN), and, pending that, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, generally after passage 
of a House bill which is in disagreement 
with the companion passed bill in the 
Senate the chairman or chairmen of the 
committee or committees involved will 
ask the House to request a conference. 
This is usually done by unanimous con
sent so QS not to take up the valuable 
time of the House. 

However, last week on a motion to 
send House Resolution 111 to conference 
an objection was raised by an opponent 
of the measure. In this instance it would 
require the four committees who have 
jurisdiction over this bill to meet and 
vote on whether to direct the chairmen 
of these respective committees to offer 
a motion on the floor to request a con
ference. Unfortunately, such a proce
dure would require a significant amount 
of time and would have delayed further 
consideration of this bill. 

The Rules Committee has been in
formed by the chairman of the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee that it 
is imperative for the House and Senate 
conferees to begin deliberation immedi
ately so as to effectively come to agree
ment at the earliest possible date. 

To remedy this situation the Rules 
Committee has reported out House Res
olution 390 to effectively allow the legis
lative process on House Resolution 111 
to progress without any further delays. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 390 is 
a very simple rule, permitting the House 
to request a conference on House Reso
lution 111. The conference procedure 
after the adoption of this rule will move 
forward, allowing the conferees to come 
to some form of agreement, and giving 
the House opportunity to vote up or down 
this important piece of legislation. 

The House of Representatives has al
ready spent numerous days and count
less hours on this measure and I believe 
it is about time we brought this bill to 
some form of conclusion and move for
ward to the other issues we presently 
have pending before us. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from Maryland did indeed ob
ject to sending this bill to conference 
when the request was made to do so on 
last Friday. 

I agree that the House has a limit on 
its valuable time and we should be using 
it on many issues, but I think in this 
particular situation, the objection was 
justified. This is a very important issue. 

Under rule 70l<d) of the Rules of the 
House, the Speaker of the House has 
almost unlimited discretion to name 
conferees on any matter, and that dis
cretion cannot be challenged in the 
House. But he also has the discretion to 
limit the jurisdiction of individual con
ferees to those parts of the bill that deal 
directly with the jurisdiction of their 
committees. 

It is proposed that when later today 
we finally reach the point of naming 
conferees, at least 18 conferees will be 
named from four different committees 
of jurisdiction. I can tell the House, and 
I think I have some proper judgment, 
having dealt with this issue in some de
tail for many months, that the majority 
of those conferees are not necessarily 
in favor of the House's position. 

I say that without prejudice to the fact 
that any Member has the right to cast 
his vote, but I haJVe examined their vot
ing patterns on this legislation; and I 
do not think that is an unfair estima
tion of what could happen. 

Now I certainly do not criticize the 
Speaker of the House in any way for us
ing the powers at his command. That is 
the way the House is run. That is as it 
should be when you are in the majority. 
But in this case it could seriously harm 
the best interests of the American peo
ple. 

I would suggest to the House that this 
issue is one of major importance to this 
country, particularly in light of the 
ominous developments that are occur
ring in Latin America even as we de
bate this today. 

When this bill was first brought be
fore the House, H.R. 111 was the prod
uct in the most part of the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, of 
which the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. MURPHY), is the distinguished 
chairman. 

The other three committees had lim
ited jurisdiction over parts of the b111 and 
dealt mainly with those parts dealing 
with Foreign Affairs, Post Oftlce and 
Civil Service, and Judiciary. And when 
the rule that was granted by the Rules 
Committee was brought before the 
House, it even limited their committee 
amendments to the areas of their 
jurisdiction. 

Now, what is proposed by the Speaker, 
and, as I say, it is within his rights that 
all of the conferees, is that all 18 con
ferees vote on all parts of the bill. I have 
no doubt that the other body will name 
conferees opposed to the House bill; and 
what may well happen is the House's 
position will not be upheld. 

I suggest to the House that what we 
are seeing here today on these conferees 
is part and parcel of a legislative plan 
of action that was laid out by represent-
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atives of the administration, the State 
Department, the Defense Department 
early this year, and has been known to 
us in various forms. We knew what the 
plan was, and that plan was to introduce 
legislation in the Senate that would give 
Panama, the State Department, and the 
administration free hand in administer
ing the canal for the balance of this 
century without control of Congress. 

I remind my colleagues that under 
the treaties, the United States has the 
right jointly with Panama to administer 
that canal until the year 1999. 

The administration plan was to allow 
the so-called Murphy bill, as we have re
ferred to it in the House, to be reported 
to the tloor, and not to challenge it in 
any respect, and at no time during the 
debate or the 5-minute rule was there 
any amendment offered by opponents of 
the bill to change any oi ~i1e ciemeHts in 
the Murphy bill. 

In the other body as planned, just the 
opposite happened. The bill that was re
ported from the Armed Services Com
mittee by one vote completely guts the 
House position in almost every respect, 
and it particularly takes away from the 
Congress of the United States the right 
to vote each year on appropriations and 
authorizations for the canal for the re
mainder of this century. It completely 
negates the House.!s joint right to pass 
upon the ceding of property under trea
ties which the Murphy bill upheld. It 
completely removes the various provi
sions that would allow the U.S. taxpay
ers to be protected against unwarranted 
expenditures from our Treasury. 

In other words, the other body's bill 
bears no relationship to the view that 
the majority of this House held. 

You can go back and look at the de
bate, which was extended over several 
days in this House, and you will :find the 
gentleman from New York, the gentle
man from Maryland and others said 
that if a bill was finally before us in con
ference report form, that did not uphold 
the House's position, that he would op
pose it, that I would oppose it, and we 
both would urge the majority of the 
House to oppose it. That could yet hap
pen. 

I have to tell my colleagues that I 
think the President of the United States 
is in the instance playing roulette with 
the future of the Panama Canal, because 
if we do not have by October 1st imple
menting legislation, the President of 
Panama has made clear his intentions in 
a letter which he sent on July 10 to 
the President of the United States, and I 
would refer my colleagues to page 20822 
of the RECORD of last Thursday, where 
that letter is introduced into the other 
body's proceedings. 

President Royo has made it clear in 
that letter that he has already rewrit
ten the Panama Canal treaties. In many 
important respects he has already ne
gated the understanding of the two par
ties, and he views the legislation before 
the conference as a test of whether or 
not Panama may abrogate the treaty 
from the beginning and even appeal to 
international forums. 

So I think we do need legislation, but 
what you are seeing in the issue of ap
pointing these conferees is an attempt 
to surrender the House's position before 
the meeting ever is held; an attempt to 
come back with legislation that would 
negate the House position. I would rather 
go to conference and write a bill. I am 
going to support the House position. I 
think most of our conferees from the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee, which had the jurisdiction over 
the major part of this bill, would do the 
same. 

I opposed the bill when it passed the 
House, but I am willing to support it in 
conference now that the House position 
is known. 

But I can tell my colleagues frankly 
this is another step in the sell-out of the 
American interests in the Panama Ca
nal. It is a legitimate one in the sense of 
our rules, but it is not one that we ought 
to support, and when the time comes and 
a motion to instruct is offered, I hope that 
you will support it with your vote. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
0 1430 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Merchant Marine Committee. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, the provisions of the bill that 
provide for authorization and appropri
ation control over all obligations and ex
penditures by the Panama Canal Com
mission go to the heart of the bill. Under 
the Senate amendments to the bill sub
stituting a Government corporation for 
the appropriated fund agency established 
by the bill as it passed the House, the 
Commission would not be subject to any 
general limitation on the amount of its 
expenditures and obligations, other than 
an annual limit on selected administra
tive expenses. The provisions of the bill 
as it passed the House require all reve
Il!Ues from tolls and other sources to be 
paid into the Treasury, and require both 
authorization and appropriations. Ap
propriations are limited to the amount of 
revenues paid into the Treasury. With
out suOh requirements revenues collected 
by the Commission could be increased ·by 
changes in rates of tolls, and spent free!y 
in the discretion of the Commission. 

As a result the canal operation under 
the new treaty, f~ from continuing on 
a self-supporting basis, would tremen
dously increase the burden on the u.s. 
taxpayers. 

The Panama Canal Treaty provides 
that the United States will operate the 
canal for the next 20 years through a 
U.S. Government agency established by 
and in conformity with the laws of the 
United States. H.R. 111, as it passed the 
House, establishes such an agency sub
ject to the laws applicable to Govern
ment agencies generally. As is the case 
with other Government agencies, the bill 
locates the agency in the Federal orga
nization by making the Commission sub
ject to direction by the secretary of 
Defense. 

As the bill passed the Senate, the 
form of agency established by the House 
is discarded and an agency in corporate 

form is substituted. The characteristic 
attribute of a corporation is that it is 
an entity separate from its owners and 
has independent rights and authority. 
The Senate bill clearly contemplates that 
the Panama Canal Commission will be 
such a separate entity, distinct from its 
owner, the United States, and exercising 
powers of disposition of assets of the 
United States vested in the Commission 
by the bill. The provision for direction 
by the Secretary of Defense is also 
omitted. 

The House should insist on the reten
tion of the provisions of the House bill 
on these points, particularly in view of 
the official position of the Government 
of Panama that under the treaty the 
Commission is not subject to any higher 
authority in the Government of the 
United States. 

Under the Panama Canal Treaty, 
Panama is to receive: First, a payment 
of $0.30 per Panama Canal net ton, an 
amount that will be adjusted for infla
tion; second, a fixed annuity of $10 mil
lion; and third, a public service payment, 
which initially will be $10 million and 
will be adjusted for inflation. Addition
ally, Panama is to receive a contingent 
payment of up to $10 million per year 
out of surplus revenues. 

The fact that the House version of 
House Resolution 111 sets standards for 
the reception of the contingency pay
ment is not at all remarkable. Within 
the text of the Senate bill and even the 
earlier language proposed by the admin
istration, standards are set. The Panama 
Canal Commission, by the terms of arti
cle III of the treaty, is to be an agency 
of the U.S. Government. As such, it will 
determine the priorities for its payments 
in accordance with the laws constructed 
to guide its operation. Moreover the un
derstandings to the Panama Canal 
Treaty give the United States discretion 
in this matter. Conceptually there is no 
difference between the views of the exec
utive branch, the Senate, and the House 
on this issue--although President Royo's 
letter to President Carter makes it clear 
that Panama feels they must receive the 
payment. 

Finally, with respect to the property 
transfer provisions contained in sections 
373 and 374 of the House bill, significant 
constitutional issues involving powers of 
the House are at stake. If the House does 
not act as the trustee for its own signitl
cant powers, these powers will atrophy. 

The Edwards against Carter case is 
not an overriding precedent against a 
House role in property transfer because: 
First, the Supreme Court, which refused 
to hear the case on appeal, has never 
overturned decisions which say the prop
erty transfer power belongs exclusively 
to congress; and second, the Edwards 
decision said the property power was 
concurrent, which of course in no way 
precludes legislation on the subject of 
property transfer. 

The disposition of Panama canal 
property has always been accomplished 
in accordance with legislative author
ization. The Panama Canal Treaty and 
the Executive have sought to skirt the 
Congress on this matter. We cannot 
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allow that to happen. It would be a dis
aster for one of the principal powers 
conferred on this body by the Constitu
tion. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Dlinois 
(Mr. DERWINSKI). 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
surprised that this issue of possibly in
structing conferees and of selection of 
conferees became such a major issue 
since it had gone through the Rules Com
mittee. It is my understanding that when 
this side of the aisle designated Mr. 
BAUMAN as one of our members of the 
Rules Committee, that he would totally 
dominate that body. I am surprised that 
a rule would be brought to the fioor that 
would not please Mr. BAUMAN. But since 
he did prevail the way he should have, 
I can understand the need for a motion 
to instruct conferees. 

Also, as I listened to the gentleman 
from Maryland, I must take exception to 
some ·'of his slightly critical comments 
about' the President. I happen to think 
that President Carter, even with the 
many faults that he has, is an intellec
tually honest individual. On the canal 
issue he is doing what he thinks is best 
for the country. I happen to think it is 
best for the country to pass the imple
menting legislation. 

However, the issue before this body is 
a bit different under any normal proce
dure, and even the implementing legisla
tion, there should be an honest effort in 
conference to protect the position of this 
body. That is something that we expect 
of conferees, but that is something we 
do not always get because too often what 
happens is that a conference is dom
inated by people who go a little beyond 
the House position or short of the House 
position. In this particular case I think 
my friend from Maryland is correct, that 
the intention is that the House confer
ees would not, in fact, fight for a fair 
portion of the House bill, but would, for 
all practical purposes, acquiesce to the 
other body's version. 

Now, the other body passed their im
plementing legislation in an almost per
functory fashion. I do not think they 
gave it a good, hard look, as they did, 
of course, 2 years ago when they passed 
the treaty. So I would think, keeping in 
mind the priority, and the priority should 
be first and foremost protecting to a de
gree possible the House position. that I 
believe, as 8 supporter of the implement
ing legislation, as a supporter of the 
President's basic diplomatic effort vis-a
vis Panama, I believe that the motion to 
instruct should be adopted. I do not 
think that does a disservice to the posi
tion of the President, nor do I think it 
will do a disservice to the final legisla
tion that we must have in place to im
plement the treaties. 

As one who stuck his neck out in sup
port of the implementing legislation, I 
would recommend to all of my fellow col
leagues that they give our conferees the 
first expression of support that they de
serve. Please accept the motion to in
struct. The motion will be limited to 
specific items that I think will equip 
them well to deal with the other body. 

The final version, as always, will be a 
compromise between the two bodies. I 
would urge support for the forthcoming 
motion to instruct. 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Missis
sippi (Mr. BOWEN). 

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think we need to take a great deal ·of 
time at this particular moment today 
to debate the issue of instructing con
ferees. It is my understanding that an 
hour will be available when the gt-ntle
man from Maryland offers his motion to 
instruct conferees, and I will oppose the 
motion at that time. 
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But, I do hope that Members will pro

ceed as rapidly as possible at this stage 
to approve House Resolution 390 so that 
we can proceed to the conference and 
resolve this matter. It would be of great 
value to this Nation if we could complete 
the conference this week and bring back 
a conference report. 

I have served on a good many confer
ence committees during the 7 years that 
I have served in this House. I have never 
found it to be desirable- to instruct con
ferees. I happen to feel that we could 
much more easily arrive at a desirable 
conclusion in that conference if we did 
not instruct. 

The Senate, incidentally, has adopted 
61 out of the 100 sections of the bill 
passed by the House. I think the Senate 
has done rather well in agreeing to ·a 
great deal that is in the House bill. Cer
tainly, there are some significant items-
very significant items-which of course 
the Senate did not agree with us on, but 
I think there is room for compromise 
in that conference. I hate to have to dis
agree with the position taken by my good 
good friend, the gentleman from New 
York, the chairman of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries <Mr. 
MuRPHY), and I am probably more often 
in a position of disagreeing with my 
friend, the gentleman from Maryland 
<Mr. BAUMAN), but I must oppose the 
motion to instruct. I do hope now that 
we can proceed rapidly to a vote on this 
resolution. Then, we will have an ap
propriate debate, I think, for the purpose 
of deciding whether or not we will in
struct the conferees. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. HANSEN). 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is good for us to refresh our memories as 
to what has happened since the House 
of Representatives first voted on June 21 
to implement the Panama Canal treaties 
by passing H.R. 111. 

Since then, an allegedly secret memo 
from U.S. intelligence agencies to the 
Department of State was made public. 
The memo dated May 2, 1979, was cited 
heavily by members of the national 
press. The memo was circulated widely 
in press and governmental circles, and 
has subsequently been validated by the 
State Department. The memo clearly 
affirms that Cuba and Panama were in 
constant collaboration since September 
of 1978, to _subvert and communize the 

rest of Central America with current ma
jor efforts being focused in the upper 
tier nations of Nicaragua, El Salvador, 
Honduras, and Guatemala. 

Since then, Cuban weapons and mili
tary advisers <including members of Cas
tro's elite Africa Corps) were fiown into 
Costa Rica on Panamanian Air Force 
planes to help the Sandinistas in their 
final offensive. 

Since then, large quantities of arms 
were also provided to the terrorists by 
Iran, Libya, Iraq, and the Palestine Lib
eration Organization, which believed 
that the Somoza regime was pro-Israel 
and was receiving weapons from Jeru-
salem. . 

Since then, Panama, has been running 
guns, both legally with the complicit 
knowledge of the State Department as 
well as illegally, from the United States 
to the Castro-backed Marxist Sandinista 
revolutionaries operating in Costa Rica, 
Nicaragua, and neighboring countries. 

Since then, the countries first recogiz
ing the Sandinista junta were: Panama, 
Grenada, Syria, Iraq, South Yeman, 
Libya, and Iran. 

Since then, Panamanian oftlcials have 
been blatantly brazen about their in
volvement in terrorist activities, claim
ing that such involvement has brought 
great pride to the Panamanian people. 

Since then, in the July 2 issue of News
week the administration claimed-

That leaders of two of the three guerrilla 
factions had received training in Havana and 
that Cuba had channeled Soviet-made arms 
to the Sandinistas through Costa Rica and 
Panama. 

Since then, on June 25 an EFE Wire 
Service report stated that a captured 
Costa Rican fiight crew testified that the 
tramc of arms to the Sandinistas was 
intense. The crew said that the arms 
were being provided by Panama and 
Venezuela and sent to Costa Rica for de
livery into Nicaragua. 

Since then, the Consul General of the 
Dominican Republic in Philadelphia was 
arrested with three accomplices on 
charges that he plotted to sell arms and 
ammunition to the Sandinista guerrillas 
in Nicaragua. This gunrunning was being 
financed by the sale of cocaine in the 
United States. The weapons were again 
to be transported to the terrorists with 
the assistance of the Panamanian Gov
ernment. 

Since then, Panama assisted in an out
right invasion of Nicaragua from Costa 
Rica in direct violation of the charters 
of both the United Nations and the Or
ganization of American States, as well as 
the terms of the new Panama Canal 
treaties. 

Since then, the House found out that 
it had the right and power to deal with 
the merits of treaties, even to amending 
or repealing them. 

Since then, the revolutionaries began 
the blooodbath in Nicaragua with eight 
executions. 

Since then, the Marxist revolutionaries 
shut down even the leftist press in 
Nicaragua. 

Since then, the Marxist government in 
Nicaragua asked the United States for 
military assistance. 
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Since then, the Marxist revolutionaries 

arrested 5,000 soldiers from Red Cross 
centers for trial on charges of antirevo
lutionary activity. 

Since then, major Sandinista leaders 
flew to Havana to celebrate the July 26th 
birthday of Marxist revolution in Cuba. 

Since then, the Soviets put a combat 
brigade into Cuba. 

Since then, Cuba shifted 3,000 combat 
troops from its Africa Corps to Costa 
Rica. 

Since then, Mexico privately urged the 
United States to prevent the fall of Nic
aragua to a Red revolutionary govern
ment. 

Since then, Panamanian President 
Aristedes Royo lied to the American peo
ple and the Congress when he stated 
in a letter dated June 5, 1979, to Presi
dent Carter that "Panama is not inter
vening (in Nicaragua) and will not in
tervene in the internal affairs of any 
country." The May 2 intelligence memo 
clearly exposes the untruth of this 
statement. 

Recent events in the Caribbean are 
alarming. The Soviets have established 
a command structure in CUba for a 6,000-
man brigade of combat-ready troops in 
violation of the Kennedy agreement. 
Marxist revolution laps at the very door 
of Mexico. Cuba has its Africa Corps in 
Costa Rica and deep involvement in Nic
aragua and other nations. How long will 
it be before we abandon the absurd no
tion that we can win friends among left
ist revolutionary countries to the south 
by the bribery of giving away the Pan
ama Canal and with it our own safety 
and our economic stability? 

Panama itself has been the gunrunner 
for Central American Marxist revolution
aries with direct involvement with CUba, 
the PLO, and other leftist Arab States, 
and in violation of U.S. law. 

Whatever this body judges best about 
implementation, I urge that it be done 
on the merits and not in haste under the 
lash of contrived deadlines caused by the 
administration's own dilatory tactics. 

Mr. Speaker, last Thursday the Senate 
passed the administration's Panama 
Canal implementation bill which it de
ceptively called H.R. 111 as amended. By 
Friday, an attempt was already under
way to have the real H.R. 111 and the 
disguised administration bill rushed in
to conference under circumstances which 
would have seriously undermined the 
House position. 

Only a delay caused by the vigilance of 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee Chairman JACK MURPHY and 
ranking Panama Canal Subcommittee 
member BoB BAUMAN and others slowed 
this railroad job down, otherwise, this 
House might today be considering a con
ference report to recede and accept the 
administration's implementing legisla
tion. 

This should not surprise us. The Presi
dent told a delegation of House members, 
including Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. BAUMAN, 
even before we considered H.R. 111 that, 
since he could not get his bill in the 
House, he would take H.R. 111 here and 
then replace it with the administration 

bill in the Senate. Even knowing of this 
strategy, the House ironically voted to 
play the President's game and now we 
are considering a rule designed to com
plete the farce of making us participate 
in our own humiliation. 

It is well known that I have always 
opposed the new Panama treaties and 
their implementation. Despite my mis
givings, with the support of many Mem
bers, I offered amendments to limit the 
damage of the treaties to our economic 
and defense interests. Many other Mem
bers offered amendments with the same 
general goal of curing the defects in wha-t 
even Mr. MURPHY has called a vague and 
unsatisfactory treaty. 

Almost without exception, meaning
ful perfecting amendments were de
feated. The ones with which I was as
sociated lost by the narrowest of mar
gins. Members will remember that the 
principal elements of those defeats was 
the insistence by Mr. MuRPHY that H.R. 
111 had to be preserved intact as the 
best and, indeed, only vehicle for saving 
the American position in the light of the 
defective treaties and because it had 
administration support. 

It is in this state of the case that I 
rise to ask this body to protect itself and 
preserve what remains of its integrity, 
its prerogatives, and its rights by reject
ing this rule. If Mr. MURPHY's statements 
of June 20 and 21, 1979, are to be believed 
and I accept his sincerity without res
ervation, there is no possibility of honor
able compromise between H.R. 111 and 
the fake which has come from the Sen
ate. On June 20, Mr. MURPHY said: 

The gentleman from New York has no 
intention of going to a House-Senate con
ference and caving in to any position that is 
short of H.R. 111. 

On June 21, he said: 
We will come back with a conference 

report, and I will guarantee the gentleman 
from Idaho and the gentleman from Mary
land and every member of this House that 
we wm keep intact the principles which we 
establlsh in H.R. 111. 

Trusting the gentleman's word, with 
any hope of guarding the House position, 
how can we send him to conference 
when everyone in this Chamber knows 
that the House delegation to the confer
ence is being selected from among those 
who will not object to the gutting of H.R. 
111. There is no other reason for this 
rule being before us now. For what rea
son was the unanimous-consent route 
withheld if not the attempt to load the 
conferees with supporters of the admin
istration bill as passed by the Senate. 
No one doubts Mr. MURPHY's intentions. 
But we are receiving a clear signal from 
the White House that we can be manipu
lated and that we can do nothing about 
it. The President said he would play it 
this way and we are gullibly letting it 
happen. 

If this House has no real power to 
influence the course of the Nation in so 
crucial a matter as the transfer of the 
Panama Canal, why are the very people 
who tell us we are impotent so anxious 

to rush us into accepting less than H.R. 
111. There is an orderly and even-handed 
way to adjust the differences between 
the two versions--if they can be ad
justed at all. But we are being told that 
we must hurry. That there is no time to 
stop and think, and that we have little 
authority anyway. 

I ask the House to remember that the 
Senate debated implementing legislation 
for less than a day and the House for 
less than a day and a half. A total of less 
than three days were devoted to imple
menting treaties which will change the 
history of the Western Hemisphere if not 
the world. Right to the very end, we are 
rushed to prevent reflection on what we 
are doing. 

June 21 is only a few weeks ago. Yet 
in just that brief period of time since 
passage of H.R. 111, our. position in the 
Western Hemisphere has materially 
eroded. Cuban-backed Marxists have 
taken over several Caribbean nations and 
are beginning the assault on others. 

Even worse, we now know that the 
House was denied critical facts by the ad
ministration. The President of Panama 
before June 21 denied that his govern
ment was exporting revolution in Central 
America. Now, after the House vote, he 
freely admits it. Before House action, 
Cuba denied its involvement, now it 
boasts of training, organizing, and sup
plying revolutionary activities in the 
Caribbean. This has all been officially 
corroborated by a May 2 intelligence doc
ument withheld from Congress by the 
State Department during our hearings 
and consideration of Panama Treaty 
implementing legislation. 

I refuse to believe that this House will 
accept the role of children to be gulled, 
lied to, and manipulated to force upon us 
a treaty which even the author and 
principal supporters of H.R. 111 consider 
a disaster. We must here decide whether 
in a matter which clearly concerns the 
very survival of the Nation we can be 
relied upon to put responsibility above 
partisanship and the self-destructive in
ertia of the system. 

Much has been made over the legal 
limitations of the Congress in imple
menting treaties. There are two simple 
answers to such doubts and concerns. 
First, there is clear evidence that the 
Congress has always possessed and ex
ercised the right to review, amend, re
peal, and repudiate treaties. There is no 
substantive basis for avoiding our duty 
to protect and preserve the Nation. 

And second, beyond legalities, there is 
a much more profound question. Are 
those who suggest that we must blindly 
rubberstamp this treaty prepared to say 
that, even had we the sure knowledge 
that the treaty would imperil the Na
tion, that we would be compelled to ac
cept potential destruction rather than 
carry out our oaths of omce? For we are 
surely endangering the safety of the Na
tion in implementing this treaty. 

This rule is an affront to the delibera
tions of this House on H.R. 111. It is an 
attempt to make Judas goats out of hon
orable people by subverting us to an ac
ceptance of the administration bill which 
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we so totally rejected more than 6 
months ago. 

I strongly urge the defeat of this rule. 
Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. BETHUNE). 

Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Speaker, on June 
21 I voted for the implementing legisla
tion, H.R. 111. I also voted for the Han
sen and Montgomery honesty amend
ments, because I believe that H.R. 111 
was the minimum that we could do, and 
still discharge our responsibilities. But, I 
did believe and I do believe now, that 
H.R. 111 was the maximum that we 
should do. After that day's proceedings 
I advised the committee chairman that I 
had done all that I could do on the House 
bill. 

I did that in good faith. As the gentle
man from Illinois said, I stuck my neck 
out on that issue. But, I do not think in 
all honesty that the bill would have got
ten my vote, and I do not think it would 
have passed this House, had the repre
sentation not been made over and over 
that H.R. 111 would remain intact, and 
that we would fight for it when we got 
to the conference committee. So, I want 
to make the point again that if this im
plementing legislation comes back to the 
floor in a more liberalized form, or closer 
to the President's position, that I shall 
vote against it. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CARNEY). 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, hundreds 
of hours have been spent on this bUI, 
both in subcommittee, full committee, 
and on the floor of this House. In an un
precedented move, this House went into 
secret session to further debate the issue. 
It is no secret that this Member op

posed the bill, H.R. 111. I opposed it in 
subcommittee; I opposed it in full com
mittee; and I voted against it on the 
floor of the House. But, I think we are 
getting down to a crucial time in our his
tory, and I think that if we have any in
tentions to have any type of implement
ing legislation passed by October 1, the 
only way we can proceed to do that is to 
support the motion to instruct the con
ferees to support the House-passed bill. 

It is the best of two totally unaccept
able bills in the eyes of the majority of 
Americans. 
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I think it is a matter of record that 

many Members of Congress who voted 
for H.R. 111, will not support the confer
ence report unless the bill remains es
sentially the same. As my colleague, the 
gentleman from Arkansas <Mr. BETH
UNE) who just got up in support of 
the motion to instruct said, these Mem
bers will switch their votes and not sup
port implementing legislation, and that 
perhaps could be the worst thing that 
could happen at this time and at this 
date for our country. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is not 
my intention necessarily to ask for a 
vote on the rule. I think we could pass 
on to a motion to instruct conferees. I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. ZEF'ERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BAUMAN 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BAUMAN moves that the conferees on 

the part of the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the bill H.R. 111, 
be instructed to adhere to the language of 
sections 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 110 of chapter 
1; sections 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, and 
250 of chapter 5; sections 371, 372, 373, and 
374 of chapter 9 of H.R. 111 as passed by 
the House with respect to the matters con
sidered therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Maryland <Mr. BAUMAN) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, as I yield 
throughout whatever time we may con
sume, I yield only for the purpose of de
bate. I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. MuRPHY) for pur
poses of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that there 
will be several speakers on this motion, 
some in opposition, and I will only briefly 
explain the terms of the motion. A num
ber of the sections of H.R. 111 read are 
unitary in the sense that all deal with 
one of four topics which were addressed 
in the "Dear Colleague" letter that the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. MURPHY) 
and I sent around on Friday and which 
I think most Members have before them. 

First of all, the most important part 
of this motion to instruct is to insure 
that during the life of the Panama Canal 
treaties until 1999 this House and the 
other body will have, on an annual basis, 
the right to pass on authorization and 
appropriation legislation controlling the 
entire budget of the Panama Canal. 
Without this, I think that this legisla
tion should be rejected by this House, 
and the other body's bill does not provide 
that protection for the taxpayers of the 
United States. 

Second, this motion will insure that the 
Panama Canal Commission, which will 
administer the affairs of the canal with 
a 5-to-4 American majority, will remain 
an agency of the Federal Government 
as the treaties require. The other body's 
position is contrary to this and allows 
the Commission to operate as an inde
pendent corporation. 

Third, and very importantly from a 
constitutional viewpoint, the motion will 
require that the right of the House of 
Representatives to pass upon the ceding 
of territory of the United States is vindi
cated, which is part of the Murphy bill, 
and has been rejected by the other body. 
Lastly, and I think this is important to 
the taxpayers, the motion insists upon 
those provisions of the bill which will 
assure that there would be no contingent 
payments made to the Government of 
Panama under article XIII(c) 4 of the 
treaty during the life of these treaties 
unless and until all costs of the U.S. 
taxpayers in running the canal are paid 
first. The other parts of the bill, which 

are considerable, are open to negotiation 
between the conferees. I would like to 
have instructed on more matters, but 
these are the essential points that the 
gentleman from New York and I dis
cussed last week and agreed on as a mini
mum to be included in the motion. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. BowEN). 

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, in reading 
the "Dear Colleague" letter which I re
ceived on this subject, I find that I am 
in agreement with several of the princi
ples that are stated there. Last year, for 
example, I signed, I think, just about 
every petition and voted for every reso
lution that came before us supporting the 
position that the House should have a 
direct voice in the disposition of prop
erty of the United States. 

The point that I am making to you 
today in opposing the motion to instruct 
is simply that I believe that we can work 
out language which the House will ap
prove more easily and more effectively 
if we do not set ourselves in concrete on 
the issue. 

I think we can establish the principle 
that the gentleman who offered the mo
tion would want to see established, that 
we here in the Congress should have an
nual authorization and appropriation 
control over the budget of the Panama 
Canal Commission, if we are not bound 
rigidly to one position, with no flexibility 
over change in language or detail of 
wording. 

In short, what I am saying to the Mem
bers is that I do not believe that we will 
get the kind of cooperation out of the 
Senate which we want if we throw the 
gauntlet down to them in this fashion. 
I think we are going to want the Senate 
to recede to us on a number of matters, 
and I think they can be just as stubborn 
and hardheaded as we can be here in the 
House. 

I regret that, but I am afraid we are 
going to have to ask them to give in to 
us in a number of areas, and I hope that 
they will. But I believe that supporting 
a motion of this kind simply presents a 
challenge to the Senate to see if they 
cannot instruct their conferees, too, and 
to see how long we can protract this con
ference, just how long we can drag it 
out, see if we can drag it out with fail
ures to compromise, see if we can remove 
any possibility for any face-saving com
promises, see if we can draw this thing 
out until after the recess, and if we do 
that, then, of course, we are faced with a 
sttuation in which we are creating great 
jeopardy for the national interests of 
this country. 

We would be creating a situation in 
which the employees of the Panama 
Canal Company have no idea what is 
going to happen to them, and we would 
make it much more difficult to pass legis
lation and have it in place by October 1 
if we fail to complete this conference and 
brinf; back the resultant conference re
port to both Houses and pass it this 
week. 

So I sincerely think that by nailing 
down our position in this rigid fashion 
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we make it more diffi.cult for the Senate 
to make some of the concessions that I 
think are always needed in a conference. 

I think I probably do agree with most 
of what the gentlemen supporting this 
motion want to come out of conference. 
I just happen to think we can achieve it 
more effectively and more quickly if we 
go at it without providing these instruc
tions. 

I would mention to the Members that 
one of the problems that we would be 
creating for ourselves if we do accept the 
resolution is that we will have to be vot
ing constantly on transfers of property. 
I think we can establish a principle that 
the House has the right to have a voice 
in the transfer of property without com
ing back here with dozens and dozens, 
and perhaps hundreds of votes over the 
next few years on property transfers. 

Let me give the Members an example. 
If we pass this, and if the conference re
port contains that language, as spelled 
out in the House bill, within 1 year we 
will have to come back in, and all of us 
are going to have to vote on the disposi
tion of three Defense Mapping Agency 
buildings; within 2 years, two Army 
Meddac warehouses; within 30 months, 
the Balboa Police Station complex, the 
Balboa Magistrates Court, and the Bal
boa and Coco Solo commissary build
ings; within 3 years, family housing 
units, two warehouses, an antenna farm, 
and barracks facilities. 

One after another these things are go
ing to have to come before us in the 
House until the year 2000. I think we 
have enough business to keep us well 
occupied here in the House of Represent
atives without having to vote on these 
issues, item after item, year after year 
after year. 

I am simply saying we can arrive at a 
compromise in the conference if we re
tain for ourselves the flexibility we want. 
The Senate, as I said, can be just as 
hardheaded about it as we can. 

I feel that it will be easier to bring 
back a good compromise and more easily 
assert the House position if we do not 
adopt this motion. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOWEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I appreciate very 
much my colleague, the gentleman from 
Mississippi, yielding. I certainly have 
great respect for him and the tough po
sition he has taken on this treaty issue. 
But I am a little confused. The gentle
man in the well told me a few months 
ago the reason that he had taken this 
position. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Mississippi <Mr. BoWEN). 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. If the gentleman 
would yield further, the gentleman told 
me tha•t he opposed the treaty that was 
hammered out in Panama by the ad
ministration because he thought it was 
a bad treaty. 

Mr. BOWEN. That is correct. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. And I think he 

told the people in Mississippi that. 

Mr. BOWEN. That is correct. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Now he tells us 

today that he did adopt some of the 
amendments, and he did a lot of work on 
the House position. I am confused as to 
why he does not support the House posi
tion and give more strength in instruct
ing the conferees. 

Mr. BOWEN. The reason is very 
simple. While I think we are very wise 
here in this House, I think there might 
be some respository of knowledge in the 
other body. I have taken the position. 
I think, with every conference I have 
ever served on that there should not be 
rigid instructions provided. I just do not 
like the principle of providing instruc
tions for conferees, and I think that we 
can more easily bring back to this House 
an acceptable conference report, which 
is absolutely necessary, without this 
motion. I think the legislation is neces
sary although I opposed the treaties. 
Some kind of treaty management legis
lation must be passed. 
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Mr. MONTGOMERY. If we do not, 

what happens then? 
Mr. BOWEN. If we do not have legis

lation, then, of course, as I have pointed 
out to the gentleman, and as others have 
in this well, then at some point later this 
year the Panama Canal will be trans
ferred to the Republic of Panama, the 
United States will give up its right to 
administer the canal, we will have to 
withdraw our military forces and instead 
of our staying there until the year 2000, 
it will be their canal this year. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I do not want to 
put the gentleman on the spot but what 
the gentleman says is if the Senate posi
tion prevails, the gentleman will support 
that position? 

Mr. BOWEN. I am not going to that 
conference to support the Senate posi
tion. I expect to support the House posi
tion. I do not happen to believe it is wise 
to try to provide instructions of this kind 
which simply toughen and harden the 
Senate position, make them less willing 
to yield to the points on which the 
gentleman from Mississippi is address
ing me and which both he and I support. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I understood the 
President to tell a group, and I am not 
sure whether you were in the group, at 
the White House, that the administra
tion position was going to prevail and 
the President would not support the 
House. 

Mr. BOWEN. There is no way the ad
ministration position can prevail be
cause the Senate has already adopted 61 
out of 100 of the sections in the House 
bill, H.R. 111. 

We have a bill and I have supported a 
bill which differs substantially from the 
White House bill. There is no way we are 
going to bring anything that looks very 
much like the White House bill back here 
to this House. I have worked for these 
differences, and I believe we have a bill 
far superior to the original White House 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan (Mr. BONIOR). 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to reiterate some of the 
points -that my colleague from Mississip
pi has listed for you here this afternoon. 
It just seems to me by instructing the 
conferees on this important piece of leg
islation that we will be, if you will, tight
ening both sides in terms of how we re
solve the issue. I think that, in fact, could 
be damaging to the legislation and to the 
treaty, itself, but it is even more damag
ing when we consider the fact that the 
implementation of this treaty goes into 
effect on October 1. That gives us about 
2 months in which to have something 
on the books in which the present Gov
ernor of the Panama Canal Zone and 
his people down there can begin to im
plement the legislation we have before 
us. 

I think the gentleman from Mississippi 
is correct whn he speaks about the 
political implications in what we are 
going to do. I do not think the Members 
of this House want to come back and 
face this issue time and time again, year 
after year, with the disposition of 
property. 

Let me point, also, to the fact if we 
do not reach an agreement this week by 
the time we adjourn, it seems to me this 
issue will be with us, it is going to linger, 
it is going to fester, it is going to be an 
issue which I do not think too many 
Members of this body want to carry with 
them into the coming election year, to 
be very frank and honest with you. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me we need 
some room for movement, we need some 
room for flexibility in this conference. 
The issue that the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MURPHY) my distinguished 
chairman, refers to as the guts of the 
bill: The corporation form versus the 
appropriated agency form, is one which 
I think we can work out, despite the dif
ferences we had between the House and 
the Senate on this issue. There have 
been compromises offered in this body 
and in the Committ~ _ on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries that I think re
solves the issue and gives the House the 
authority to deal with the question of 
operation of the canal through the au
thorization and appropriations process 
which we have not had a chance to ex
press ourselves on the floor or to vote 
on it in the full body. 

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, as a matter 
of principle, we do not instruct our con
ferees, we do not put our feet in cement, 
that we have that flexibility because the 
flexibility is tremendously important in 
view of the fact we only have 3 or 4 
days in which to reach a compromise 
so we can get the implementing legisla
tion into effect. 

Thank you, Mr _ Speaker. 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs. 
ScHROEDER) . 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
truly want to thank the gentleman 
from New York for yielding to me and 



21304 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 3'0, 1979 

I really want to compliment him for the 
time and the energy he has spent on 
this Panama legislation. This has been 
a long year, working hard, and I think 
the gentleman has made some tremen
dous improvements in what we saw 
when we began the hearings on the 
Panama Canal implementation legis
lation. 

My committee, the Committee on Post 
omce and Civil Service, held extensive 
hearings in Panama and also worked 
very hard on this legislation. There have 
been many committees in the House 
who have worked very hard on this leg
islation. The whole House has also had 
a historic secret session on Panama. I 
think the House and Members are 
probably more informed about the is
sues surrounding Panama than almost 
any other issue we have had before us 
this year. 

That is why I think the motion to 
instruct is really not needed at this 
time. I think, first of all, it does several 
things. It sets our side in cement. It ~s 
almost saying to the Senate, "We as
sume you are a sell-out to the adminis
tration, only we can be trusted." 

I do not know any Senator who really 
feels he has sold out and I think they 
would be offended if we imply that by 
passing these instructions. Please allow 
the conferees a little flexibility in deal
ing with the Senate. I guess I have al
ways been a person who believes you do 
better to take carrots rather than great 
big sticks. This heavy set of instructions 
is a stick. 

If the conferees get there and we find 
out the Senate is being terribly reticent 
and will not listen to anything we say, 
then we can come back and say, "Give 
us a motion to instruct. To show our 
solidarity." 

I plead with the House to give the 
conferees a chance. We should allow 
free and open discussion to work before 
we prejudge. The Senate has already 
accepted 61 of 100 House provisions and 
61 percent is not bad before you even 
get to conference. 

If we decide on every bill we pass that 
the House is going to insist on its posi
tion and the Senate is going to insist on 
their position then we are not going to 
get anywhere legislatively. It will be a 
parliamentary gong snow. 

What is at issue and why is it so im
portant? First of all, we are looking at 
October 1 as a very important date. It is 
the date the canal treaty is supposed to 
take effect. 

We know how serious energy has been 
to this country. We know how dimcult 
things are in that part of the world at 
the moment. What would happen if it 
appears the Americans were not going 
along with the treaty? What would hap
pen if the canal shut down? What would 
happen to us getting oil supplies 
through? How much more energy would 
we have to expend to send our shipping 
down through Tierra del Fuego? I think 
if that were to happen because this body 
did not get legislation out because of 
gamesmanship we would certainly be 
faulted. After all the work the House has 
done we have to be worried about it 
being derailed now. 

I hear .many Members who are very 
concerned about the political stability in 
Panama, Nicaragua, and that part of the 
world. I understand what they are say
ing. All of us are concerned. Even the 
Senate is concerned. 

Let me talk a little bit about some of 
the things we have seen in history. We 
do not talk about history enough. I can 
think of over 22 different nations that 
w·e thought at one time were fully in a 
Marxist mold who have since changed. I 
think some of the ones that come to mind 
the most are countries such as Egypt, 
Indonesia, Sudan. There were times when 
those and at least 22 other countries we 
had almost written off and been very 
worried about. 

When people say there is no way to 
work rationally in that area of the world, 
it has gone down the tubes, write it off 
forever; history shows that could be the 
worst strategy possible. There is a lot of 
potential for positive input in Central 
America and I think it is all the more 
important that we as a legislative body 
appear calm, cool, and collected. We 
should not react hysterically and go out 
there with 435 different Secretaries of 
State deciding what our policy should be, 
amending and changing it at w·ill every 
day. 

All House conferees are going to go to 
conference under the leadership of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. MUR
PHY). We are going to fight very hard 
for the House position. We have already 
been very persuasive, and I think this 
notion to instruct is not needed. If we 
find it is needed we can always come back 
and ask for instructions. 

At this time I think we set a dangerous 
precedent. We are only asking the Senate 
to show that they can be just as stubborn. 
We could end up having some kind of a 
standoff that might not be so important 
except for the impending August recess 
and the impending October 1 deadline on 
which date the canal treaty goes into 
effect whether or not we have acted. 

I plead with my colleagues to think 
long and hard before they vote to in
struct. I hope they give the conferees 
maximum flexibility to deal with the 
Senate. Remember, if we do not get what 
we want we always have the option of 
being able to turn down the conference. 
It is not like the House is giving unbridled 
authority to conferees to go off and nego
tiate any way that we want to and that 
the House will never have another say 
about it. 

0 1510 
The responsible vote is to proceed to 

conference and to proceed in the way 
that we normally proceed in conferences. 
giving both sides a chance to work out an 
agreement. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. CHARLES WILSON). 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I will not take the entire 3 
minutes. 

I think we all know what this is about. 
The administration knows that they sim
ply could not have passed the Panama 
Canal enabling legislation on the floor of 
the House without the bill being in the 
form that the House passed. Now they 

hope to take it to conference, and with a 
rather convoluted method of appointing 
members they feel they have conferees 
who will recede to the Senate on ail the 
important points. 

Now, what we are really talking about 
this afternoon is something no one has 
yet mentioned; Panamanian adventur
ism in the affairs of other Central Ameri
can countries. Nicaragua was first, and 
I do not think there is any question but 
that Guatemala and El Salvador will be 
second and third. 

Are we in the House going to say, "Yes, 
Mr. Torrijos, we approve of your adven
turism. We approve of your effort to ex
port your revolution. We approve of your 
effort to destabilize your neighbors." 

If that is what we want to do, then we 
will vote against the instruction motion. 
If we want to say, "No, we think that 
your actions in the last 6 months have 
been such that we do not have confi
dence," then I think that our proper 
action will be to vote for it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. I 
certainly do. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
fascinated by how the gentleman char
acterizes all this. I am a conferee and I 
am totally unaware of any great plot or 
little plot by the administration to res
urrect their bill. I do not understand 
where the gentleman is getting these ru
mors. Could the gentleman tell me where 
he is getting them? 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. I 
think I can explain it to the gentle
woman. I am not sure that I can under
stand it for her. 

It is reasonably simple to me. The ad
ministration simply does not think that 
Panama will accept this legislation as the 
House passed it and they do not think 
that the House will pass it the way Pan
ama will accept it; so now the effort is 
to go to conference to get the Senate 
bill, and the gentlewoman knows that. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, if the gentle
man will yield further, though, I resent 
the implication that those of us who are 
conferees have met secretly and agreed 
to be administration lackeys. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. 
Well, it is my time, and I will tell the gen
tlewoman that I could not be more dis
tressed with the gentlewoman's distress. 
I am just beside myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, so that we can let the 
gentlewoman from Colorado in on the 
deal, may I explain to the gentlewoman 
that earlier this year when the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
was considering the Murphy bill, it be
came apparent to the lobbyists for the 
State Department and the administra
tion that there was no chance that their 
dear little piece of implementing legisla
tion, which turned the canal over to 
Torrijos for the rest of the century, 
would see the light of day. -

There was. therefore, held in the inner 
councils of the administration a series 
of conferences out of which several 
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points were made. First of all, it was de
cided that the administration's bill would 
not even be submitted on the House fioor 
as an amendment. 

Second, they decided that the only 
issue that they would really fight would 
be the Hansen amendment, the so-called 
honesty amendment. 

Third, they decided that the provisions 
of the bill of the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. MuRPHY) would not be chal
lenged separately by any amendments on 
the fioor. 

we did not see the gentleman from 
Mississippi <Mr. BoWEN) or anyone else 
who has been cooperating with the State 
Department throughout this period offer 
any amendments to strip any of these 
provisions out of the House bill. 

The internal administration decision 
was made that all the issues would be 
fought instead on the fioor of the other 
body. 

Now, the President of the United states 
indiscretely told us that was the plan at 
a meeting at the White House several 
weeks after this strategy had been plot
ted; so from the beginning the deal has 
been, squeak the bill through the House 
in any form you can get it; even if it has 
an ugly face on it from the viewpoint of 
the Panamanians and the State Depart
ment, and once you get it in the other 
body, then the administration would 
really go like gangbusters. And that is the 
scenario they have followed to this day. 

That is what the naming of these con
ferees is, all part of that arrangement to 
undermine the stand taken by this House. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman 
clarifying the situation for the gentle
woman from Colorado. I was unable to 
explain it properly. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Yes, 
I yield. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
find this wonderful, but it sounds more 
like a script from Walt Disney than 
something that actually is going on or 
has gone on. This is all fantasy. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the gentlewoman has it 
exactly and I would like to associate my
self with the gentlewoman's remarks. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. HANSEN) . 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the motion to instruct the 
conferees on H.R. 111. There can be no 
doubt that the areas for instruction laid 
out by Chairman MURPHY and Mr. BAU
MAN must be preserved in any report re
turned by the committee. However, Ire
mind the Members that there is much 
more which the other body has changed 
than these areas. 

Undoubtedly, it is only because of the 
sheer volume of change that the motion 
limits itself to those matters. But, as Mr. 
MURPHY himself has said in fioor debate 
on H.R. 111, "We will keep intact the 
principles which we establish in H.R. 
111." The very first priority of impor
tance in H.R. 111, established by Mr. 
MURPHY himself is, "It puts the Depart-

ment of Defense in control of this Pan
ama Canal Commission." It is, therefore, 
urgent that the conferees not recede 
from the provisions of H.R. 111 which 
make the Secretary of Defense the domi
nant force in the Commission and place 
the canal under the control of the mili
tary in circumstances of threat of war. 

Section 250(g) of H.R. 111 expressed 
the concern of the House, later abun
dantly justified, that Panama was violat
ing terms of the Neutrality Treaty. To 
recede from conditioning the contin
gency payments to Panama in view of 
its admitted major role in bringing down 
the government of a neighboring state 
would be a reward for misconduct. 

One of the major thrusts of thenar
rowly defeated amendments which I 
offered to H.R. 111 and which in other 
terms is in the House-passed version is 
the requirement that interest on the U.S. 
investment in construction of the Pan
ama Canal continue to be paid. The 
Senate version waives this and other 
payments. Nearly half a billion dollars is 
saddled on the taxpayers by this simple 
waiver. It is difficult to see how this 
House could agree to casting such a 
monstrous burden on our already over
burdened constituents. 

I remain deeply opposed to the Pan
ama Canal Treaty and to H.R. 111 as the 
vehicle for implementing it. Although 
other voices prevailed in the House, 
Members will remember by what a small 
margin and with what effort H.R. 111 
survived. Since the House acted on June 
21, many of the worst fears of the bill's 
opponents have been realized. 

I am not pleased that the predictions of 
misfortunes were so soon proved accu
rate. Nor is it a time for recriminations 
that one was right and another wrong. 
We are charged with taking the world as 
it now is and discharging our responsi
bilities in the light of existing circum
stances. We now face a Marxist Central 
America, dominated by the avowed leftist 
regimes of Torrijos and Castro. Our de
cisions of what to do about H.R. 111 and 
indeed, the treaty itself must take into 
account these new certainties. The mo
tion to instruct is but a small step from 
the final consideration of what our role 
should be in the unfolding tragedy of the 
new realities of Marxist domination of 
the Caribbean. 

These minimum instructions should 
not be viewed as the only factors of con
cern to Members of this body. But this 
motion and your vote to support it should 
serve notice that the House retains its 
active role in determining the course of 
this Nation in the coming decades. It 
would also demonstrate that our vote can 
no longer be conditioned by the misrepre
sentations of the State Department. 

Our vote for Panama Canal Treaty 
implementation and any conference re
port will now be with the full knowledge 
that Panama concedes that it is a Marx
ist regime. And the whole world now 
knows that the events of recent weeks, 
putting another Marxist regime even 
closer to our border, were arranged by a 
combination of nations and forces, whose 
reputations speak for themselves. Ac-

tively collaborating to install the Marx
ist's takeover of Nicaragua were Cuba, 
Panama, the PLO and other leftists of 
the Arab world. 

Our vote should not be colored by the 
vain anticipation that by giving away 
the canal we can buy friends in the 
Western Hemisphere. Since the success 
of the coup in Central America, there is 
scarcely a country of Central America 
which has not condemned us for real or 
fancied grievances. While our strength 
earned respect if not affection, our weak
ness has drawn scorn from the very na
tions whose love the gift of the canal was 
supposed to buy. 

Our final vote, yet to come, on the 
conference report will be with the full 
knowledge that the canal will not buy 
friendship. Moreover, the people of our 
own Nation do not understand that huge 
sums of money are to be paid along with 
the canal to a petty dictator. The argu
ment that our defense is somehow en
hanced by giving the Marxists control of 
one of the key waterways of the world is 
rapidly evaporating. 

That last vote will be in the full pitiless 
glare of the facts. We will only agree to 
the treaty because we are told to by an 
administration whose foreign policy rec
ord demands our trust-a trust now 
badly shopworn. We cannot even claim 
that we have no options. The very pres
sures exerted here to force a conference 
prearranged to force aside the will of the 
House and endorse the administration 
bill speaks loudly that the people who 
claim we have no power do not believe 
it themselves. 

I intend to vote for the motion to in
struct. I will do so with the clear under
standing that I cannot bind myself to 
vote for the report unless it protects the 
people from tax burdens, limits the infla
tionary impact on canal users, and pro
tects the defense and commercial inter
ests of the United States. Those goals as 
of this moment seem most unlikely of 
achievement. 

0 1520 
I might say one other thing, Mr. 

Speaker. We all know the fact that there 
was a deal cut, that the White House 
was attempting an entrapment of the 
House. We all know there is grave dan
ger in making changes in the status of 
the Panama Canal, especially now with 
the recent successes of the Sandinista 
Marxists and the Cubans. 

We are worried about compromising 
away safeguards with the Senate and 
what is likely to follow when we visual
ize how the administration will probably 
act and further compromise with the 
Panamanian Government of Mr. Royo. 
This is spelled out visibly in the terms 
set forth in Royo's letter to President 
Carter, printed in the July 6, 1979, 
RECORD by Senator HELMS, where it shows 
the severe degree by which Panama dis
agrees with even the administration's 
very liberal proposal for impleme~tation 
legislation. 

We must insist on the tightest possi
ble safeguards in any legislation we ap
prove. This is why the conferees must 
be given basic mandatory instructions. 
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Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
great honor to yield to one of the pre
mier foreign experts in the Congress of 
the United States, the outstanding gen
tleman, a great orator, the laconic gen
tleman from illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair 
wishes to inquire, after that eulogy, how 
much time the gentleman yields to the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. DERWIN
SKI). 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DERWINSKI) . 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, may 
I first point out the issue before us. 
There is a motion to instruct. Now, we 
cannot tell the players without a score
card this afternoon, since we have been 
on different sides of this bill and dif
ferent sides of this issue, and we are all 
taking different sides here. 

I am supporting the motion to in
struct. I think it is good tactics. I think 
it is good legislation. I think it is a prac
tical way to support the basic House 
position. 

When I say that, however, I want to 
emphasize that I do not feel there is any 
conspiracy afoot. I do not think there 
has been any deal. The chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from New 
New York <Mr. MuRPHY), was masterful 
in passing a bill through the House. It 
was really a wonderful exhibition of leg
islative leadership, and he will show that 
same leadership in conference. 

I think the motion to instruct 
strengthens the hands of the House con
ferees. 

As I mentioned earlier, the Senate 
passed the bill in a rather perfunctory 
fashion. We ought to have a good honest 
conference. I want the implementing 
legislation passed, and I want all the 
diplomatic good will that will come with 
it to follow. 

I will say to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Idaho <Mr. HANSEN) , that 
the issue of what has happened in Nica
raugua does not have any direct rela
tionship to the implementation legisla
tion for the canal treaties. I deplore the 
takeover by the Sandinistas in Nica
ragua, but we should not blame Presi
dent Royo. If there was any wrong
doing, it was by the Sandinista sympa
thizers within the Panamanian struc
ture, not President Royo himself. I point 
out that President Royo, not Torrijos, is 
heading that country. Secondly, it is 
technically and politically inaccurate to 
describe the Panamanian Government 
as "Marxist." They may have some sym
pathies with what went on in Nicaragua, 
but they are technically not a Marxist 
government. So, if we can keep our facts 
straight, we will have a better view of 
the entire picture. 

Last but not least, as I see the situa
tion, it would be a drastic diplomatic 
setback for the United States if we would 
not have implementing legislation by 
October 1. 

So as a supporter of the legislation, I 
support this motion to instruct and send 
the House conferees with a good solid 
position to enable them to work expediti
ously to bring back the most practical 

bill. By instructing the conferees and 
supporting the gentleman from Mary
land <Mr. BAUMAN), we do away with the 
doubts of some of the Members in this 
House that there is a conspiracy, or that 
the White House cut a deal. 

Let us keep this open and aboveboard. 
By this particular vote they will still 
have the flexibility within the confer
ence to work out the best possible lan
guage. 

Mr. Speaker, as a supporter of the im
plementing legislation, I urge the Mem
bers to support the motion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Dlinois <Mr. DER
WINSKI) has expired. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) . 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DER WINSKI. I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, may I ask, is the gentleman 
serious in his advocacy that the Govern
ment of Panama was not directly in
volved in the Nicaraguan situation? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, what 
I said was that there may have been 
elements in the Government that were 
involved. The Government officially I do 
not believe was involved. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. The 
Government of Cuba officially probably 
was not involved either, or the Govern
ment of Costa Rica. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I do not compare 
the two. The Government of Cuba is a 
totally different situation. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Is 
the gentleman aware that officials of the 
Government were indicted for gunrun
ning? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes. 
Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. 

Does the gentleman think, then, that the 
officials of the Government in Panama 
were not acting with the approval of the 
government? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Our Government 
officials sometimes act without the ap
proval of the President. We cannot 
blame the President for that. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Is 
the gentleman aware that Fidel Castro 
at one time said that he did not have 
to furnish arms to the Sandinistas as 
long as Panama was doing it? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I do not believe that 
is a quote I saw officially. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. 
That is the meaning of what was said, I . 
believe. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
not going to have the gentleman place 
me in the position of defending a non
existent government position for Pan
ama. All I am saying is that regardless 
of the involvement or, in my opinion, the 
lack of direct involvement of the Pana
manian Government, that is not an issue 
in the implementation legislation. 

Now, everything the gentleman says 
about the tragedy in Nicaragua is true. 
Everything the gentleman worries about 
as to what may happen after that is true, 
but that does not directly relate to the 

issue before us, which is the implement
ing legislation. 

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, let me ask the gentleman one 
more question. 

If arms were transmitted from Cuba 
to Panama and if then the Panamanian 
Government facilitated the transfer of 
these arms by water to the Sandinista 
training camps in Costa Rica, would the 
gentleman then think that the Govern
ment of Panama was directly involved? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. That would depend 
on whether it was the Government itself 
that was involved. But let me remind the 
gentleman that despite his attempt to 
booby-trap me here, he and I share the 
same position in support of the motion 
to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
DERWINSKI) has again expired. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman from 
Dlinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) SO that he may 
have the last word. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Idaho. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman familiar with the May 2 
intelligence document received from an 
intelligence agency by the State Depart
ment regarding Cuban and Panamanian 
involvement in the Sandinista effort? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman is speaking of the report of 
transmission of certain weapons from 
Miami, yes. 

Mr. HANSEN. No, this is not from 
Miami; this is from Havana by Panama
nian Air Force planes. Our own intelli
gence has laid out the time, the place, 
and the amount of weapons, and this 
has all been done in the last 6 months 
or so. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I am not familiar 
with that. 

Mr. HANSEN. This has been in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and it has been 
in the national news media that there 
is a direct official connection, and that 
Panamanian Air Force planes were 
moving those weapons from Cuba. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
think that we have to draw the line on 
the degree of officialdom involved. The 
Panamanian military is run by General 
Torrijos. They are not necessarily di
rected by the civilian leaders of the Pa
namanian Government. 

Mr. HANSEN. Who runs the country? 
Mr. DERWINSKI. De facto, General 

Torrijos; de jure, President Royo. 
Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Missis
sippi (Mr. MONTGOMERY). 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the motion to instruct 
the conferees, and I commend my two 
colleagues, the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. MuRPHY) and the gentleman 
from Maryland <Mr. BAUMAN) for offer
ing this motion. 

I would also like to take this time to 
thank our good friend, the gentleman 
from Idaho <Mr. HANSEN) for all the hard 
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work he has done on the Panama Cana·l 
treaties, working for the people and try
ing to come up with some type of treaty 
that would be acceptable to most of us. 
The gentleman has certainly worked 
hard. 

Mr. Speaker, for ma-ny months during 
the debate that was going on in the Sen
ate pertaining to ratifying the treaty, a 
number of us felt that we should have a 
vote in the House as far as transferring 
the Federal properties that were included 
in the Panama treaties. As the Members 
know, we were left out; we were not 
given this privilege. 

However, we were given the oppor
tunity to vote on implementing the 
treaty, and some good amendments were 
added by the House of Representatives. 
Some of us had amendments that were 
not added, but still there were some 
beneficial amendments adopted by the 
majority of the House, and we did try 
to save the taxpayers some money. 

As I understand it-and the gentle
man from New York <Mr. MURPHY) may 
correct me if I am wrong-in the Senate 
version it does not set any firm limits on 
costs of the treaties to the American 
people. They only included a sense of the 
Congress provision that it should exceed 
$1 billion in costs, but would not legally 
limit costs to this amount. And what is 
even worse, in my opinion, is that this 
nonbinding $1 billion limit is even more 
than the legally binding limits on costs in 
the House bill. In effect, the Senate bill 
provides no protection for the American 
taxpayer and that is why we must insist 
on the House position. 

But, Mr. Speaker, my major concern is, 
like that of the other Members, what ef
fect this treaty has on the American 
people. 

0 1530 
For a number of years, nothing but 

gloom and doom and "What is wrong 
with the Government?" comes out of 
Washington. President Carter's speech, 
when he came down off of the mountain 
on that Sunday, was full of "What is 
wrong with the Nation? and "What is 
wrong with the Congress?" The Vietnam 
war was a bad experience for all of us. 
Then we had the energy crisis in 1973, 
and now in 1979. Inflation is upon us. We 
hear, a-nd it comes out from Washing
ton every day, that the Russians are 
coming, how strong militarily the Rus
sians are. The people hear this. 

Now we come along with the final ac
tion on Panama Canal. Really, the peo
ple are ready to hear something good 
coming out of our Capitol. They are tired 
of hearing about gloom and doom and 
what is wrong with the Nation. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I think if we instruct 
the conferees to stay with the House 
position, this will make the people feel 
better and reaffirm their faith in our 
Government. If we lose our position in 
conference, then I think the House posi
tion would be to defeat the conference 
report, and this will make the people feel 
even better, because this House would 
have stood up for the American people 
and their views on the giveaway of the 
Panama Canal. 

CXXV--1341-Pa.rt 16 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to take 
a moment to commend the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. MONTGOMERY), 
who has been one of those right in the 
very forefront of the fight to save the 
Pan'ama Canal and who probably has 
worked as hard or harder than anyone 
I know with regard to this legislation, as 
he does in all such matters in the House. 
I commend him for his ongoing, con
tinuing interest in trying to make sure 
that America's interests are best served. 

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. BOWEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that the 
gentleman said he hoped that, under cer
tain circumstances, we might defeat a 
conference report that cam.e back, and 
that would make the people of the coun
try feel good. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Feel better, and 
reaffirm their faith in our Government. 

Mr. BOWEN. Would it really make the 
people of this country feel good if we 
turned the canal over to General Torri
jos this fall because of our inability or 
unwillingness to pass implementing leg
islation? Does the gentleman think that 
would make the people of this Nation 
feel good? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I think the peo
ple have been very disappointed in the 
treaties. Someone who served in the Ford 
and Nixon administrations told me that 
we should negotiate on the Panama 
Canal but not just give in completely 
without receiving anything in return. I 
do not think the people want to give up 
the Panama Canal. 

But I think the people have just about 
given up as a result of the treaties. They 
do not want to send Americans down to 
fight and to take the canal back over. 
I do not think they would want to lose 
one life. They are generally disap
pointed. I think they have just kind of 
marked it off. 

Mr. BOWEN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I certainly do agree with 
the fact that you and I wish we could 
have kept this canal in perpetuity; but 
since the Senate and the President have 
determined that we cannot, I know the 
gentleman agrees with me that it would· 
be desirable if we could at least hold 
onto the canal and keep it out of Gen
eral Torrijos' hands until the year 2000, 
when he may not be in any position of 
authority. We no longer have the option 
the gentleman and I both would like, 
that of renegotiating the treaties and 
coming away with a better deal. We 
now have a choice only of keeping the 
canal under American management and 
protection until the next century, or 
turning it over to Panama this year. I 
prefer to keep it in American hands as 
long as possible. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. CARTER) . 

Mr. CARTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my good 
friend if he does not deem it to be true 
that Torrijos cooperated with the guer
rillas who overthrew Nicaraguan Pres
ident Anastasio Somoza? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. If the gentle
man will yield, that is exactly right. 

Mr. CARTER. Also, is it not true that 
Cuba, with Torrijos and Panama, assist
ed in the rebellion which took place in 
Nicaragua? Is that correct? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. The gentleman 
is exactly right. 

Mr. CARTER. What does the gentle
man think is going to happen to Guate
mala, which, I understand, is the next 
country in Central America on the hit 
list? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CHARLES WILSON) COV
ered that area. I got the impression, and 
I think the gentleman is right, and also 
the gentleman from Idaho <Mr. HAN
SEN), that that country could fall. It is 
the domino theory. 

Mr. CARTER. Is it the gentleman's be
lief now that we will lose all of Central 
America as a result of our ineptness in 
the past several months? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I certainly agree 
with the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank my distin
guished and patriotic colleague. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Is it also true 
that, on July 28, 1978, Mr. Torrijos said 
that the policy of Panama was to return 
Guantanamo Bay to the Cubans? That is 
also a statement of fact. 

Mr. CARTER. Again, we are dealing
with Communists who would tum all of 
this area over to communism and be 
just as CUba is today, I regret to say. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Idaho. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have sat 
here for several weeks and listened to the 
gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. Bow
EN) makes this absurd statement that if 
we fail to act, everything is going to be 
chaos and Torrij os will march in and 
occupy the canal. 

Such a possibility would have to be 
predicated upon the attitude and actions 
in the White House as to what would tie 
allowed or transpire. However, there is 
plenty and ample proof to say that if 
these treaties are not implemented, the 
old treaties and laws remain in place 
and there will be no such thing happen. 
The Congress should work its will with
out such intimidation which has long 
been a tactic of the State Department to 
bully through the legislation it desires. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 
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Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Maryland to instruct the conferees in 
very narrow areas-in very narrow 
areas. I do so in the interest of time. 

The day this Congress convened, I 
introduced H.R. 111, which very clearly 
laid out a regime to protect America's 
interest in the Panama Canal Zone area 
for the next 20 years. It took the admin
istration more time to make their legis
lative recommendations. They had 2 
years to get their act together and they 
could no get it together. So a month after 
the Congress convened they came in with 
a bill, and then insisted upon immediate 
action by the House. 

This legislation went to four commit
tees of the House. It went to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary and to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
which dealt with the vital elements of 
the American Canal personnel and their 
future, and, of course, the contributions 
they made in the past, and what their 
future working conditions would be in 
Panama. Of course. the bulk of the bill 
went to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. which has legislative 
responsibility for the Panama Canal and 
inter-ocean canals generally. Of course, 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs had 

We thought hearings were necessary, 
that in-depth hearings were necessary, 
its responsibilities. 
and 9 days of hearings were held by 
the Panama Canal Subcommittee. But 
we also made a commitment to finish this 
legislation in that committee before the 
Easter break, because I understood. and 
the me"1lbers of the committee under
stood. that time was of the essence, be
cause the BROOKE amendment to the 
treaty of 1977 very clearly meant that 
October 1, of this year, was the trigger 
date-the trigger date-to implement 
the Panama Canal treaty regime. 

So we undertook our responsibilities 
under a time frame necessary to prop
erly legislate. We were ready to come to 
this fioor right after the Easter break. 
But what happened·? We did not get 
much cooperation from the administra
tion. Then we saw certain foreign aid 
bills come up, and we saw Panama's mili
tary aid pulled out from one bill and eco
nomic aid pulled out from another, all of 
which were messages from this House to 
the administration and to the people in 
Panama that this Congress understood 
what type of regime they had in Panama, 
and what type of operations of subver
sion and revolutionary exploitation that 
they were perpetrating not only in Nica
ragua, but in El Salvador and Guate
mala, and other countries as well. 

So the Committee on Merchant Marine 
sent it subcommittees and task force to 
Panama. It went down there because it 
found out that the Panamanian repre
sentatives, those who negotiated the 
treaties, were renegatiati.ng and were 
trying to use this vehicle of implement
ing legislation to effectively renegotiate 
this treaty. 

So we came to the House, and the gen
tleman from Arkansas <Mr. BETHUNE) , 
in the debate on this rule, clearly laid 
out the situation we face in the House. 

We must relate to the good faith of the 
Members of the House who, by a narrow 
margin, about 20 votes, passed leg
islation to implement the Panama Canal 
treaties. But as the House acted it did 
so by very clearly protecting a number 
of items: Item No. 1, the operational 
control of the canal; No.2, the fiduciary 
integrity of the canal, its revenues, and 
the welfare of the American taxpayers 
antd the obligations thereto; and, finally, 
the defense of the canal and the protec
tion of American workers. 

So we do not have a broad instruction 
by the gentleman from Maryland. We 
have his very narrow instruction, a nar
row instruction which goes to the ques
tion of timing. 

Here we are going to adjourn for a 
break on Friday of this week. We will not 
come back until after Labor Day. Octo
ber 1 comes in quickly after that, in a 
matter of 3% weeks after Labor Day, 
and we are supposed to have in place 
a conference committee report by that 
time. This conference report and this 
implementing legislation is going to 
require a number of things that must 
take place prior to October 1. First is a 
toll increase. When we get into the ad
ministrative law and Federal registry re
quirements under the House bill, 60 days 
are necessary of notice in order to have 
a toll increase that is necessary to imple
ment this canal treaty and make the 
payments of $75 million-plus annually 
to Panama. 

So we should have been at this stand 
a long time before today. We should have 
been here months ago. But you can thank 
this administration and its dilatory tac
tics. You heard the gentleman from 
Maryland respond to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado as to the reason for the 
delays. 

0 1540 
Well, I think somebody thinks there is 

going to be a quick fix over in the con
ference, and all of a sudden we are going 
to come back with that 1-month delayed 
package the administration had. 

Well, we are not going to do that. I 
think the instructions to these conferees, 
as narrow as they are-and I will just 
state them for you, so you know they are 
narrow--are necessary. We know there 
may be issues that are outside the treaty 
and legislation that has been passed on 
both the Senate side and on the House 
side, and we should clean those up. But 
none of these issues, none of these issues 
in these instructions are extra to the im
plementation or to the treaty itself. 

I made a commitment to the President 
that we would pass legislation in this 
Congress, in this House, that was within 
the letter of the treaties and I intend to 
keep the commitment. 

The instructions by the gentleman 
from Maryland deal with the Panama 
Canal Commission. It is a commission of 
nine commissioners who are g-oing to run 
that canal, five Americans and four Pan
amanians and the key supervisory posi
tion associated with it, the fact that the 
U.S. members will receive the advice and 
consent of the Senate, that they will op
erate under the Defense Department and 
that the American Commissioners will 

vote en bloc. It is not too onerous a pro
vision. 

Concerning the question of Canal Zone 
funds and accounting and dealing with 
the key appropriations issue, the admin
istration told the people of America that 
the taxpayers would not pay a cent for 
the implementation of this bill. Then, all 
of a sudden, they said only $800 million 
or $600 million or $700 million is in
volved. Well, in the House version of H.R. 
111 we go to the protection of the appro
priations process and a very wise recom
mendation of the gentleman from Mary
land, and, third, we go back to Edwards 
against Carter, wherein the constitu
tional prerogative of this House that was 
swept aside when the Supreme Court 
would not hear the case. What we do in 
the House version of H.R. 111 is we say 
that on October 1, by law, we trans
fer the necessary property under the 
1977 treaties to Panama and we say that 
future property transfers will be done by 
act of Congress, thus reestablishing the 
constitutional right of the House in the 
treaty-related process, a right that we 
should have established before. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I would like to 
compliment the gentleman on his state
ment. Let me clear up one point. Both the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. MuRPHY) 
and the gentleman from Maryland <Mr. 
BAUMAN), have implied that some of us 
were in on some kind of conspiracy or 
quick fix scheme. Maybe the two gentle
men were at a meeting at the White 
House and heard something. I was not. 
As a conferee I was not part of any quick 
fix scheme conspiracy. 

I think we ought to state that there 
was not a conspiracy among conferees. I 
understand that some representatives are 
upset that members of other committees 
can vote on the entire package, but hav
ing chaired the civil service portion of 
the bill, I think the commission issue is 
very important, because they are Federal 
employees' and are crucial to the entire 
package. 

A lot of this implementing legislation 
overlaps and gets intertwined among dif
ferent jurisdictions, maybe it was a mis
take to allow different committees to vote 
on different parts of the bill, but I am 
not aware of any kind of conspiracy. 

If the two gentlemen are aware of one, 
fine. But I want to make it absolutely 
clear for the record that I know of no 
conspiracy. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. If the 
gentlewoman is interested in a fast con
ference, give me a proxy and we will com
plete it all in about 2 days. 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I do respect the time and effort 
the gentleman has put in on this issue 
and the guidance of this legislation 
through the House. With respect to the 
gentleman's comments about delay on 
the part of the administration, the fact 
of the matter i~. and I think the gentle-
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man knows this, we did not have the 
votes for this implementing legislation 
in April during the Easter recess. They 
just were not there. 

I think I followed this legislation as 
closely as anybody on this side in terms 
of where we stood with the Members. 
It is unfortunate that we are at the point 
now where we have 2 months to go before 
the implementation takes effect, and we 
have to get a conference report back to 
this House before we adjourn. 

The other point I would like to men
tion is the chairman's comment that 
these issues are narrow. Well, we debated 
the rule approximately an hour ago. The 
gentleman from New York, my distin
guished chairman, mentioned that the 
guts of this bill, the heart of this bill, 
was the first instruction that the gentle
man from Maryland offered which deals 
with the appropriations versus the cor
poration concept. That is, in my opinion, 
in no way narrow. It is probably as broad 
and as important an issue as we could 
face in this legislation. 

I would like to hear the gentleman's 
response to that aspect of the legislation. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. I would 
say to my colleague that it was not until 
late May and early June that the exten
sive gunrunning support by Panama to 
the Sandinista movement in Costa Rica 
and then into Nicaragua had be
come public. The votes were there for 
this legislatio.n in May. We would not 
have had this problem; Panama brought 
this upon itself, if the gentleman will 
go back and examine his calendar. 

I think the question of the Commis
sion versus corporate form is probably 
the greatest protection for the interests 
of the United States. 

But, in conclusion, I would say this 
vote and the size by which the House 
should pass this vote will be a clear mes
sage to the conferees that the House 
itself wants an implementation bill, but 
it wants an implementation bill that 
does protect the prerogatives of the 
House and, of course, of the American 
people in the implementation of the 1977 
Canal Treaty and operation of the canal 
for the next 20 years. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, in clos
ing, I would just say that the surest 
way to make this a quick and efficient 
conference is an overwhleming vote in 
favor of this motion to instruct, so the 
other body will understand precisely the 
parameters of what this House desires 
on this issue. 

I urge those who opposed the legisla
tion, and some of us did, and those who 
supported it, to join together in in
structing these conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques
tion on the motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

BROWN of California) . The question is 
on the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that the 
ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 

is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice and there were-yeas 308, nays 98, 
not voting 28, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Addabbo 
Akaka. 
Albosta 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bafalis 
Bailey 
Baldus 
Barnard 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Beaxd, Tenn. 
Bedell 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carter 
Chappell 
Cheney 
CllliUsen 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane, Da niel 
Crane, Philip 
D 'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R . W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
D aschle 
Davis, Mich. 
Da vis, S .C . 
d e la Garza 
Deckard 
Der r ick 
Derwinski 
De vine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Donnelly 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Duncan, Tenn. 
E :lwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Okla. 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 

[Roll No. 400] 

YEAS-308 
Ertel 
Evans, Del. 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fary 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fisher 
Fithian 
F1ippo 
Florio 
Ford, Mich. 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Tex. 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Han.oe 
Hanley 
Hansen 
Harsha 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hight ower 
Hillis 
Hinson 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutt o 
Hyde 
Ichord 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Jenrett e 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
K a21en 
Kelly 
Kemp 
K indness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach, Iowa 
Leach, La. 
Leath, Tex. 
Lederer 
Lee 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long, La. 
Long,Md. 

Lott 
LuJan 
Luken 
Lungren 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McKinney 
Madigan 
Marks 
Marriott 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller, Ohio 
Minish 
Mitchell, N .Y. 
Moakley 
MOllohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mottl 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murphy, Pa. 
Murtha 
My.ers, Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O 'Brien 
Oakar 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quayle 
QuilLen 
Rahal! 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rose 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Royer 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Russo 
Santini 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 

Spellman 
Spence 
StGermain 
Staggers 
S tangeland 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Symms 
Synar 
Tauke 

Alexander 
Anderson, Ill. 
Ashley 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Be Henson 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bonior 
Bowen 
Brad!emas 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown, Call!. 
Burlison 
Burton, John 
Burton, Philllp 
Carr 
Cavanaugh 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Downey 
Drinan 
Early 
Eckhardt 
Ed gaT 
Edwards, Calif. 
Fascell 
Fenwick 
Foley 
Ford, Tenn. 

Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Ja.gt 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 
watkins 
Weaver 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
WhlttaJrer 

NAY8-98 
Giaimo 
Gray 
Green 
Hall, Ohio 
Hamilton 
Harkin 
Harris 
Hawkins 
Holtzman 
Howard 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lowry 
Lundine 
McHugh 
Maguire 
MaT key 
Matsui 
Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 
Min eta 
Mitchell, Md. 
Moffett 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Nedzi 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Patten 

Whitten 
Williams, Mont. 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, c . H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Mo. 
Zeferettl 

Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Rangel 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Seiberllng 
Shannon 
Simon 
Solarz 
Stack 
Stark 
Stewart 
stokes 
Studds 
Thompson 
Ullman 
Van Deerlln 
Vanlk 
Vento 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Yates 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-28 

Ambro 
Bolllng 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Colllns, Ill. 
Conyers 
Corman 
Diggs 
Emery 
Fish 

Flood 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Holland 
Horton 
Johnson, Colo. 
McKay 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mathis 

0 1'600 

Nolan 
Railsback 
Rodino 
Rostenkowskl 
Sebelius 
Treen 
Willlams, Ohio 
Wright 

Messrs. ALBOSTA, WEAVER, and 
LONG of Maryland changed their vote 
from "nay" to "yea''. 

Mr. ULLMAN changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the Chair appoints the fol
lowing conferees: Messrs. MURPHY of 
New York, DINGELL, BOWEN, HUBBARD, 
BONIOR, WYATT, ZABLOCKI, FASCELL, HAN
LEY, Ms. HoLTZMAN, Mrs. ScHROEDER, 
Messrs. HARRIS, MCCLOSKEY, BAUMAN, 
CARNEY, BROOMFIELD, DERWINSKI, and 
FISH. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHER
IES TO FILE REPORT ON H.R. 2759, 
TO PROMOTE ORDERLY DE
VELOPMENT OF HARD MINERAL 
RESOURCES IN DEEP SEABED 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries may have until 5 p.m. on August 
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17, 1979, to file a report on H.R. 2759, 
to promote the orderly development of 
hard mineral resources in the deep sea
bed, pending adoption of an interna
tional regime relating thereto. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from New York. 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask un

animous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
motion to instruct conferees just agreed 
to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days within which 
to revise and extend their remarks on 
my motion to table the resolution in the 
matter concerning the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DIGGS). 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

ADJOURNMENT OF HOUSE FROM 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 2, 1979, TO 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1979, 
AND RECESS OF SENATE FROM 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 3, 1979, to 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1979 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

a. privileged concurrent resolution <H. 
Con. Res. 168) and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu
tion, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 168 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That when the 
IHou.se adjoua-ns on Th/Ursday, August 2, 
1979, it stand adjourned until 12 o'clock 
meridian on Wednesday, September 5, 19"79, 
a.nd that when the Senate recesses on Friday, 
August 3, 1979, it stand in recess until 12 
o'clock meridian on Wednesday, September 
5, 1979. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. BRADEMAS) is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of the concurrent resolution I 
have offered is simply to implement that 
provision of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act which provides, and I quote from 
section 132 of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1946, as amended: 

SEc. 132. (a) Unless otherwise provided oy 
the Congress, the two Houses shall-

( 1) adjourn sine die not later than July 
31 of each year; or 

(2) in the case of an odd-numbered year, 
provide, not later than July 31 of such year, 
lby concurrent resolution adopted in each 
•House by rollcall vote, for the adjournment 
of the two Houses from that Friday in Au
gust which occurs at least thirty days before 
the first Monday in September (Labor Day) 

of such year to the second day after Labor 
Day. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this con
current resolution is to provide that 
when the House adjourns on Thursday, 
August 2, it stand adjourned until noon 
on Wednesday, September 5; and that 
the same, with 1 day's difference, obtain 
with respect to the other body. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
concurrent resolution. 

Under the rules, a rollcall is automatic. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 338, nays 70, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

(Roll No. 401] 
YEAS-338 

Addabbo Donnelly 
Akaka Dornan 
Albosta Dougherty 
Alexander Downey 
Anderson, Drinan 

Cali!. Duncan, Oreg. 
Anderson, Til. Duncan, Tenn. 
Andrews, N.C. Early 
Annunzio Eckhardt 
Anthony Edgar 
Ashbrook Edwards, Ala. 
Ashley Edwards, Calif. 
Aspin Emery 
AuCoin English 
Badham Erdahl 
Bailey Erlenborn 
Baldus Ertel 
Barnard Evans, Del. 
Barnes Evans, Ga. 
Bauman Evans, Ind. 
Beard, R.I. Fary 
Beard, Tenn. Fascell 
Bedell Fazio 
Beilenson Ferraro 
Benjamin Findley 
Bennett Fisher 
Bevill Fithian 
Biaggi Flippo 
Bingham Foley 
Blanchard Ford, Mich. 
Boggs Ford, Tenn. 
Boland Fountain 
Boner Fowler 
Bonior Frenzel 
Bonker Frost 
Bouquard Fuqua 
Bowen Gaydos 
Brademas Gephardt 
Breaux Giaimo 
Brodhead Gibbons 
Brooks Ginn 
Broomfield Glickman 
Brown, Calif. Goldwater 
Brown, Ohio Gonzalez 
Broyhill Gore 
Buchanan Gradison 
Burgener Gramm 
Burlison Green 
Burton, John Grisham 
Burton, Phillip Guarini 
Byron Gudger 
Carney Guyer 
Carr Hagedorn 
Carter Hall, Ohio 
Cavanaugh Hamilton 
Chappell Hance 
Cheney Hanley 
Clausen Hansen 
Clay Harkin 
Cleveland Harris 
Coelho Harsha 
Coleman Hawkins 
Collins, Tex. Heckler 
Conte Hefner 
Corcoran Heftel 
Cotter Hightower 
Crane, Daniel Hillis 
Crane, Philip Hinson 
D'Amours Holt 
Daniel, Dan Holtzman 
Dan.iel, R. W. Horton 
Danielson Howard 
Dannemeyer Huckaby 
de la Garza Hutto 
Dellums !chord 
Devine Ireland 
Dickinson Jeffords 
Dicks Je:rukins 
Dingell Jenrette 
Dixon Johnson, Cali!. 
Dodd Johnson, Colo. 

Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Latta 
Leath, Tex. 
Lederer 
Lehman 
Leland 
[.,ent 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
LoetHer 
Long, La. 
Long, Md. 
Lott 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McHugh 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Markey 
Marks 
Marriott 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Myers, Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta. 
Pashayan 
Patten 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Pepper 

Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Preyer 
Price 
Pursell 
Quayle 
Quillen 
Ra.hall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Roberts 
Roe 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Royer 
Rludd 
Runnels 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Satterfield 
Scheuer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shumway 

Abdnor 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Applegate 
Archer 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Brinkley 
Butler 
Campbell 
Clinger 
Conable 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Daschle 
Davis, Mich. 
Deckard 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Edwards, Okla. 
Fenwick 
Florio 

Shuster 
Simon 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spellman 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Symms 
Synar 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 

NAYS-70 

VanderJagt 
Vanlk 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
WaX'IIlan 
Weaver 
Weiss 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllliams, Mont. 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wolpe 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Ze!eretti 

Gilman Mica 
Gingrich Miller, Ohio 
Goodling Mottl 
Gra.ssley Murphy, Pa. 
Gray Neal 
Hall , Tex. Nowak 
Hammer- Petri 

schmidt Pritchard 
Hollenbeck Rhodes 
Hopkins Rinaldo 
Hubbard Ritter 
Hughes Robinson 
Hyde Roth 
Jacobs Sawyer 
Jeffries Schroeder 
Kemp Schulze 
Kildee Sensenbrenner 
Kostmayer Skelton 
Leach, Iowa SmJth, Nebr. 
Lagomarsino Solomon 
Leach,La. Spence 
Lee Tauke 
Levitas Wampler 
McKinney Yatron 

NOT VOTING-26 
Ambro 
Bolling 
Chisholm 
Collins, Ill. 
Conyers 
Corman 
Davis, S.C. 
Diggs 
Fish 

Flood 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Holland 
McKay 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mathis 
Nolan 

0 1620 

Railsback 
Rodino 
Rostenkowski 
Sebelius 
Treen 
Williams, Ohio 
Wilson., C. H. 
Wllight 

So the concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CALL OF PRIVATE CALENDAR, 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 1979 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to call the Private 
Calendar on Wednesday, August 1. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M., TUEs
DAY, JULY 31, 1979 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
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adjourns tonight, it adjourn to meet to
morrow at 10 a.m. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana (Mr. BRADEMAS)? 

Mr. BAUMAN. Reserving the right to 
object, I wonder if the distinguished 
major!ty whip could tell us whether or 
not any certain time has been set for the 
close of business on Thursday. This was 
raised last Friday when the program was 
announced. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. I would say to the 
gentleman from Maryland it is our inten
tion to adjourn at 6 o'clock on Thursday. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, in an 
etfort to expedite that, I withdraw my 
reservation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR MANAGERS TO 
FILE CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 4389 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the managers may 
have until midnight tonight to :file a 
conference report on the bill, H.R. 4389, 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of Labor, Health, Education, and 
Welfare and related agencies for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1980, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Dlinois 
(Mr. YATES)? 

There was no objE}Ction. 

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS, 
FISCAL YEAR 1980 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules I 
call up House Resolution 389 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as 
follows: 

H. RES. 389 
Resolved, That during the consideration 

of the b111 (H.R. 4930) making appropria
tions for the Department of the Interior and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1980, and for other purposes, 
all points of order against the following 
provisions in said bill for failure to comply 
with the provisions of clauses 2 and 6, rule 
XXI are hereby waived: beginning on page 
22, line 11 through page 24, line 8; and be
ginning on page 34, line 5 through page 37, 
line 23. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ZEFERETTI) is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the usual 30 minutes for the minority 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Mississippi, Mr. LOTT, and pending that 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 389 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
4930, the Department of Interior and 
related agencies appropriation bill for 
fiscal year 1980. 

This rule grants waivers of points of 
order against portions of H.R. 4930 for 
failure to comply with clauses 2 and 6 of 
rule XXI. Clause 2 of rule XXI requires 
that all appropriations must have an 
authorization and prohibits the inclu
sion of legislation in an appropriations 
bill. This waiver is necessary since the 
bill includes appropriations for which 
authorizing legislation has not as yet 
been enacted. H.R. 3000, the Department 
of Energy Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1980 is presently under considera
tion in the House. H.R. 3354, which pro
vides authorization for the naval petro
leum and oil shale program and H.R. 
3930 which authorizes the synthetic fuel 
program have both passed the House 
but are awaiting action in the Senate. 

In addition, a waiver of clause 2 of rule 
XXI is necessary since the appropriating 
paragraph "Office of Territorial Atfairs" 
contains legislative language. 

Clause 6 of rule XXI prohibits the in
clusion in appropriations bills of reap
propriations of unexpended balances of 
appropriated funds. The paragraph of 
the bill pertaining to "energy conserva
tion" contains a reappropriation of un
expended funds. Thus, a waiver of clause 
6 of rule XXI is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4930 provides a total 
of $10.2 billion in new budget authority 
for fiscal year 1980 for the Department 
of Interior and other agencies. This 
amount is $1.8 billion more than the ad
ministration requested, but $1.6 billion 
less for the fiscal year 1979 appropriation 
level. The bill provides for several major 
programs in the Department of Energy, 
including $1.5 billion for synthetic fuels 
development. Appropriations are also 
made in the bill for the Indian health 
and education functions of HEW, the 
Smithsonian Institution, the National 
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities, 
among other agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 389 in order that we 
may discuss and debate H.R. 4930. 

0 1630 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 

such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides 

for the consideration of H.R. 4930, the 
Department of the Interior and related 
agencies appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1980. The resolution waives all points of 
order against certain provisions of the 
bill for their failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI. Under this pro
vision of the rules, no appropriation shall 
be reported in any general appropriation 
bill for any expenditure not previously 
authorized. The clause also prohibits 
legislation in an appropriations bill. 

In addition, the resolution waives 
clause 6 of rule XXI against specified 
provisions of the bill. This provision of 
the rules prohibits the consideration of a 
general appropriations bill if it contains 
a provision reappropriating unexpended 
balances of appropriations. 

H.R. 4930 provides $10,195,553,000 in 
new budget authority for the Depart
ment of Interior and other agencies, in
cluding the Forest Service, Department 
of Energy, the Smithsonian Institute, 
and the National Foundation on Arts and 
Humanities. The amount recommended 

in the bill is $1,754,783,000 above the 
budget request for fiscal year 1980, but it 
is $1,568,950,000 below the appropriation 
for these purposes for fiscal year 1979. 
One item of special in·terest is the in
clusion of $1.5 billion for the purchase 
or production of synthetic fuels under 
the authority of the House-passed H.R. 
3930. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no objection to the 
passage of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for 
time. I support the resolution. 

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill <H.R. 4930) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1980, and for other 
purposes, and pending that motion, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
general debate be limited to not to ex
ceed 1 hour, the time to be equally 
divided and controlled by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. McDADE) and 
myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Dli
nois (Mr. YATES)? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion otfered by the gentleman from 
lllinois (Mr. YATES). 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMrri'EE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill, H.R. 4930, with 
Mr. MINETA in the chair. 

<By unanimous consent, the first read
ing of the bill was dispensed with.> 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman 
from Dlinois <Mr. YATES) will be recog
nized for one-half hour, and the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE) 
will be recognized for one-half hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Dlinois <Mr. YATES) . 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, the 
Science and Technology Committee last 
year adopted my amendment for $5.4 
million to initiate a comprehensive oil 
That money was appropriated for fiscal 
heat R. & D. and marketing program. 
year 1979 and this year DOE requested 
$3.85 million for their follow-on activity. 
This is a vital program for people in the 
Northeast who depend heavily on oil to 
heat their homes. 

The $500,000 of the DOE request was 
set-aside by our committee from the im
portant oil-fired unit demonstration to 
the space conditioning in research proj
ect activity at Brookhaven National Lab
oratory. This demonstration activity 
was designed in three phases, the first 
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two of which require Federal stimula
tion. 

The redirection of funds in this pro
gram will speed the introduction of ad
vanced combustion concepts and fur
naces to raise efiiciency 40 to 50 percent. 
This is a vital R. & D. program for the 
Northeast and deserves strong support. 

FOSSIL ENERGY (COAL-OIL COMBUSTION 

RESEARCH) 

This $250,000 is for restoration of the 
university research on coal-oil mixtures 
which was funded last year under ad
vanced research and supporting tech
nology but was not included in the fiscal 
year 1980 request. The coal-oil mixtures 
program was reduced by $2,950,000 in 
fiscal year 1980 and there are insufiicient 
funds to complete important activity on 
contracts outside the energy technology 
centers. This set-aside is specifically for 
Adelphi College Center for Energy Stud
ies and complements a smaller program 
sponsored by EPA which is directed at 
reducing emissions by coal/oil combus
tion. The work consists of coal desul
furiza.tion during combustion of coal
oil water emulsions. This is an economic 
alternative to clean liquid from coal. 

SYNTHETIC FUELS PRODUCTION 

This bill, as the Moorhead bill before it 
and the DOE authorization H.R. 3000, is 
a genuine energy supply bill. I recall 3 
years ago when our Science and Technol
ogy Committee struggled vainly to push 
major initiatives for synthetic fuels 
production. 

Outside of projects at the pilot plant 
scale, this country has made little prog
ress since then because industry has not 
been given the incentive. I believe that 
setting production goals of 500,000 bar
rels a day by 1985, as in H.R. 4930, is the 
incentive that should catalyze the syn
thetics programs. 

In the Northeast we are particularly 
interested in major liquefaction projects 
but advanced gasification techniques 
cannot be ignored because they are a 
vital source for petroleum substitutes. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. I also want to congratulate Mr. 
McDADE and Mr. YATES for bringing it to 
the floor. It is a genuine energy supply 
bill. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we are proud and privi
leged to bring the Interior appropriations 
bill to the floor, a bill that the late Con
gressman from Ohio, Mike Kirwan, once 
described as the "all American bill." It 
is a bill about the land, our land, the 
land of the United States of America, it is 
the bill of and for America the beauti
ful-the majestic purple mountains, the 
fruited plains, the scenic rivers, the pla
cid lakes, and the stately forests. It sup
ports the national heritage of all Ameri
cans-the Nation's parks, forests, moun
tains and natural resources, the national 
heritage that we want to pass on to our 
children, our grandchildren and to the 
generations to come-a land that is bet
ter than the one we enjoy. Unfortunately, 
for many years and generations we de
spoiled the land. We cut, we gouged, we 
defiled-we took much from the land and 
returned little or nothing. This bill con
tinues this committee's revolt against 
that kind of selfish unnecessary de-

spoilation and we have gone over the 
President's budgetary recommendations 
to protect the Nation's resources. 

This bill is more than $10 billion of 
which $3.4 billion is for the Department 
of Energy, and I will talk about that in 
a minute. 

I said it is a good bill-and it is-even 
though it is almost $2 billion over the 
budget; $2 billion, Mr. Chairman. And 
yet I say that. This is a tight bill, a bill 
that has received the careful scrutiny of 
our subcommittee •. not once but three 
times. 

We held oversight hearings; we held 
our regular hearings; we held special 
hearings with outside witnesses whom we 
invited to obtain additional information. 
For example, we are over budget by $141 
million for Navy Petroleum No. 4. The 
administration strongly opposed exten
sion of the drilling program on Navy 
Petroleum Reserve No. 4. It was a pro
gram the administration wanted to
close down for-transfer to a private 
leasing program. It would cost a very 
substantial sum to continue that pro
gram over the budget. We called the 
Husky Oil Co. in to tell what was 
going on. On the basis of Husky's 
testimony and on -the basis of the 
testimony from the Geological Survey, 
we were convinced the program should be 
continued-and we put the money in this 
bill. I would observe that when the House 
considered a deferral on the same matter 
June 19, that was rejected by a vote of 
409 to 3. 

Or take another aspect of the energy 
programs. We have added $1.5 billion 
over the budget to move the synthetic 
fuels program forward under the author
ity of the Moorhead bill which passed 
the House by an overwhelming margin. 

And we also added $54 million without 
OMB approval to continue development 
of two plants which will make clean 
solids from coal and oil from coal
SRC I and SRC n. We think it is criti
cally important to move our energy pro
gram ahead. 

Take a look at our report-it is a good 
report. Look at page 5. You can see there, 
listed specifically, where the committee 
agreed to exceed the budget. On page 5 
you will see an explanation of why the 
committee acted as it did. 

Now you probably have been hearing 
from your State conservation directors 
complaining about the cut made by the 
committee to the land and water con
servation fund. Yes, the committee 
would have liked to put more money into 
this fund this year-the full amount of 
$598,000,000 and more because we are 
very much aware of the importance of 
acquiring the park lands, the forest land, 
the Fish and Wildlife refuge expansions 
before they are gobbled up by burgeon
ing development. 

We cut the fund by $150 million. This 
year, we said, this fund will have to wait 
while we take care of other priorities. 
You should know though, we put back 
in about $70 million of-the cut in specific 
recommendations-for the Santa Moni
ca Mountains in California, one of the 
most beautiful areas in the country 
where development is threatened un
necessarily-for Lake Tahoe, for Cuya
hoga--and for other areas. Next year 

we'll take another look and try to be 
more helpful. 

At page 6 of the report there is a list 
of new programs and continuing initia
tives included in earlier budgets. What is 
not shown in that table are the decreases 
recommended by the subcommittee in 
order to provide fiscal balance. On the 
basis of the hearings contained in 12 
published volumes taken over 46 days 
from more than 800 witnesses from the 
administration, Members of Congress, 
and the private sector, the subcommit
tee is proposing reductions in 171 pro
grams for a total of $633,545,000. I will 
want the Members to be aware of this 
if the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. MIL
LER) offers his amendment to reduce this 
bill by 2 to 5 percent. 

I would also like to call to your atten
tion the table at the bottom of page 3 
of the report which shows the revenues 
generated by the agencies in this bill. 
They are expected in fiscal year 1980 to 
be slightly more than $5 billion. Thus, 
it should be remembered that many of 
the programs in this bill for which addi
tional amounts are recommended should 
not be treated as simple increased Fed
eral expenditures, but as increased in
vestments in the assets of America. 

I would like now to highlight the sub
committee's recommendation program 
by program. For the Bureau of Land 
Management the subcommittee recom-

.mends a total of $499.8 million, an in
crease of $7 million over the budget re
quest. That increase is principally in the 
areas of range management, recreation 
management, and cadastral survey pro
grams of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment. BLM is responsible for the mul
tiple use, management, protection, and 
development of about 417 million acres 
of public lands onnhore, 840 million acres 
of federally owned subsurface rights and 
1,100,000,000 acres of the Outer Conti
nental Shelf. 

For the Office of Water Research and 
Technology the subcommittee recom
mends $30,977,000. This is a net increase 
of $238,000 over the budget which rep
resents several decreases and an addi
tional $1 million for accelerated devel
opment of saline water demonstration 
facilities-one in Virginia Beach, Va., 
the other in Alamogordo, N. Mex. 

For the Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service the subcommittee 
recommends a total of $637,715,000, a 
reduction of $170,239,000 below the 
budget request. Of that amount $150.9 
million is in the land and water con
servation funds, which I mentioned ear
lier and $25 million is in the urban park 
and recreation fund. These reductions 
are offset by increases of $702,000 in the 
salaries and expenses account which re
sult from the transfer of a new program 
for this agency which has previously 
been administered by the National Park 
Service. In addition the subcommittee 
recommends a $5 million increase over 
the budget for the historic preservation 
fund-for a total of $50 million. For the 
urban park and recreation fund the sub
committee recommends a total of $125 
million for the first full year's operation 
of the program. The supplemental which 
has just cleared the House includes $20 
million for the balance of fiscal year 
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1979. The subcommittee feels that the 
amount included in the supplemental, 
$20,000,000, coupled with the $125,000,-
000 recommended in this bill will be 
about all the agency can handle in its 
first full year of operation. 

For the United States Fish and Wild
life Service the subcommittee recom
mends a total of $278,582,000, an in
crease of $13,753,000 over the budget. Of 
that, $5,000,000 is associated with the 
acquisition of 42,000 acres of land along 
the Texas gulf coast from the migratory 
bird conservation account which will be 
repaid in future years. The balance of 
$8,753 ,000 is in the Fish and Wildlife 
construction program. The Fish and 
Wildlife Service is responsible for the 
conservation, protection, and enhance
ment of fish and wildlife and their 
habitat. It is responsible for a wildlife 
refuge system of over 46 million acres 
consisting of 410 refuges and 7 wetlands 
management districts, 88 fish hatcheries, 
a spawning channel, 5 fisheries develop
ment centers, 2 training schools, 12 fish
eries research laboratories, and 19 bio
logical stations. Over 6 million pounds of 
fish a year are produced from this na
tional hatchery system. 

The subcommittee is recommending 
appropriation of $500,312,000 for the 
National Park Service, a reduction of 
$575,000 from the budget request-that 
is net of increases and decreases in the 
construction, maintenance, and a fee ac
count which also provides maintenance 
support in the national parks. The ad
ministration had submitted a budget 
proposing that both additional and in
creased fees be charged at the national 
parks. The budget proposed that these 
increased fees be used principally for 
maintenance in the national parks. The 
House has adopted legislation freezing 
the fee level for national parks, thus 
this increased maintenance cannot be 
supported from the fee account. How
ever, the subcommittee has recom
mended changes in the budget for the 
national park system which permit in
creases in the ma;ntenance program of 
the National Park Service above that 
proposed in the budget request. 

The recommendation for the Geologi
cal Survey is $594,217,000, an increase 
of $138,769,000 over the budget. Of this, 
$141,500,000 is associated with the de
velopment of the national p'etroleum 
reserve in Alaska, as discussed previ
ously, offset by reductions of $2.7 million 
in the regular program. In addition the 
subcommittee is recommending that the 
Survey spend $2,000,000 to make greater 
use of a new map-data gathering tech
nique known as synthetic aperture 
radar-SAR. This technique, using 
radar, will permit a rapid gathering of 
data for relatively inaccessible areas, in 
places such as Alaska. In addition it pro
vides a more accurate map of geological 
features; $134,883,000 :s recommended 
for the Bureau of Mines, a net of $311,000 
below the budget. In addition the sub
committee again recommends rescission 
of $47,500,000 of permanent contract au
thority for the helium fund which will 
become available in fiscal year 1980. 

For the Office of Surface Mining the 
subcommittee recommends $196,936,000, 
a net increase of $1,700,000 over the 
President's budget. This includes an in-

crease of $4,200,000 to expand the min
eral institutes so that a total of 30 States 
will have the institutes. The eight new 
institutes recommended in this bill are 
for the States of Louisiana, Georgia, Vir
ginia, Iowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Nevada, and Washington. 

For the Bureau of Indian Affairs the 
subcommittee is recommending a total 
of $992,527,000, an increase of $18,407,000 
over the President's budget. Of this 
amount, $17,674,000 is in facility and 
road construction. The subcommittee in 
fiscal year 1978 required the Secretary 
to develop, independently of the BIA, 
a priority program for construction, 
and the subcommittee has adhered 
to the priorities for school construction 
established by that program. This will 
fund 8 additional school projects over 
the budget, a total of 11 school projects. 

For territorial affairs the subcommit
tee recommends an appropriation of 
$196,921,000, an increase of $51,107,000 
over the budget request. Of that, $37,-
357,000 is in the Office of Territories and 
is principally composed of $9 million for 
construction grants in the Northern 
Marianas, $18,600,000 for health care 
grants in the Virgin Islands, and $10,-
000,000 for operation grants for the Vir
gin Islands. This latter grant is made 
contingent upon the Virgin Islands in
creasing their revenues by a similar 
amount in order to eliminate their pro
jected deficit of $20,000,000. The legis
lation authorizing this grant intended 
that a grant be made only after the 
Virgin Islands had exhausted other rem
edies. Information provided to the sub
committee is that the legislature has re
fused to raise additional revenues from 
such areas as property taxes, sales taxes, 
and industrial taxes. Th~s grant, on a 
matching basis, will help the Virgin Is
lands to understand that they must meet 
their legislative requirements, as well as 
providing an orderly transition in meet
ing their financial responsibilities. 

For the Office of Secretary of the In
terior and the Solicitor of the Depart
ment of Interior the subcommittee rec
?mmends a total of $71,660,000, a net 
mcrease of $6,280,000 above the budget. 
This is mainly made up of an increase of 
$9,400,000 to establish -:tn office of con
struction management to monitor the 
construction programs of the Depart
ment, principally those of BIA discussed 
earlier, offset by a $2,000,000 reduction 
associated with a proposed publications 
distribution center at a departmenhl 
facility in Beckley, W.Va. The fiscal year 
1979 supplemental bill proposes transfer 
of that facility from the Department of 
Interior to the Department of Labor. 

As I mentioned earlier the subcommit
tee h-:ts provided an increase over the 
budget of $243,251,000 for the Forest 
Service. This provides a total of $1,486,-
058,000 for the Forest Service, a reduc
tion of $26,156,000 below the fiscal year 
1979 level. That reduction is associated 
primarily with the Youth Conservation 
Corps which I also had mentioned ear
lier. This proposal will provide a total of 
12.2 billion board feet of timber sched
uled for sale with 11.5 billion board feet 
to be harvested. This is an increase of 
half a billion board feet over the budget 
level. The timber produced from the na-

tional forest lands represents about one
fourth of the tot-:tl timber and 30 per
cent of the soft wood timber cut for 
industrial purposes annually and is 
equivalent to the construction of about 1 
million average size homes. In addition 
to timber production the Forest Service 
administers the grazing of 3.7 million 
head of livestock and 3.5 million big 
game animals which graze on national 
forest lands. The subcommittee has in
cluded in their recommendation $10,891,-
000 to implement provisions of the 
Boundary Water Canoe Area Wilderness. 
This is $3.3 million over the amount re
quested by the administration. It is also 
in addition to the amount budgeted for 
land acquisition in this area in the land 
and water conservation fund which the 
subcommittee also recommended. Other 
outputs from the Forest Service that the 
subcommittee expects to be achieved 
within this allowance are: Reforestation 
of 221,000 acres; timber stand improve
ment on 277,000 acres; silvicultural 
examinations of 8,000,000 acres; habitat 
restoration and development on 3,300,000 
acre equivalents; range improvements on 
an additional 3.1 million acres; 145,000 
acres of soil and water restoration and 
improvement; and 1,100 additional miles 
of land line location. 

For the Department of Energy the sub
committee recommends $3,354,311,000, 
an increase of $1,462,681,000 over the 
budget. Of this, $1,500,000,000 i:::; asso
ciated with the synthetic fuels program 
discussed previously. From th-:tt it can be 
seen that, except for the synthetic fuels 
program, the subcommittee's recom
mendation for energy programs is $37,-
319,000 under the budget proposed by the 
OMB. This reduction still permits work 
to progress on two solvent refined coal 
demonstration plants, a high Btu gasi
fication demonstration plant, and a low 
Btu utility gasification demonstration 
plant. In the conservation area demon
strations of technology for increasing ef
ficiency and using urban waste have been 
supported above the budget level. 

In fossil energy, as well as the pre
viously mentioned funding of additional 
demonstration plant activity, totaling 
$61 million, the subcommittee has rec
ommended increases of $9 million in 
mining R. & D., $16.5 million for existing 
gasification plants, $6.5 million for fuel 
cells, $3 million for magnetohydrody
namics <MHD), $3.2 million for a new tar 
sands program, and $5.5 million for en
hanced gas recovery. These increases 
were offset by several decreases, the larg
est of which was $40 million in plant 
construction funds not needed because of 
delay or cancellation of planned projects. 

In conservation programs, research 
and development activity was increased 
by $24 million and offset by reductions of 
$36 million in grant programs at State 
and local levels. The added funds will al
low for increased emphasis on urban 
waste, fuel cells, and industrial efficiency 
technology. 

Energy information and regulation are 
recommended at a level of $213 million 
which, although a decrease of $35 mil
lion from the budget because rationing 
funds were cut, still remains $52 million, 
or about 33 percent above fiscal year 
1979 appropriations. 
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Finally, no additional funds except for 
administration are recommended for the 
strategic petroleum reserve. The subcom
mittee does, however, believe the reserve 
should still be filled and did not re:om
mend rescinding funds as was assumed 
in the first budget resolution. 

For the Indian health and education 
programs administered by the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the subcommittee recommends total ap
propriations of $691,626,000, a net in
crease of $29,395,000 above the budget re
quest. These increases are associated 
with construction of new and replace
ment hospitals and clinics, outpatient 
care facilities, and personnel quarters for 
the Bethel, Alaska, and Redlake, Mont., 
hospitals. In addition, increases are 
provided for contract care, ambulatory 
care, urban Indian care, and other 
medical programs. 

The subcommittee recommends $10,-
900,000 for the Institute of Museum 
Services, the budget estimate. 

For the Smithsonian Institution, the 
subcommittee recommends $139,548,000, 
a reduction of $5,442,000; $4,000,000 of 
that amount is associated with a historic 
preservation program in Pakistan to 
which the Government of Pakistan has 
not yet agreed. An additional $500,000 
is associated with planning for two struc
tures known as the south quadrangle 
complex which would house an oriental 
art gallery to complement the Freer Gal
lery and another building to house, 
among other things, the Museum of Af
rican Art which recently became a part 
of the Smithsonian Institution. This 
building program is not yet authorized 
and, in addition, the overall cost and 
financing does not yet appear to be ade
quately developed. The subcommittee 
recommends the amount of $22,311,000 
for the National Gallery of Art and $1,-
611,000 for the Woodrow Wilson Inter
national Center for Scholars. There are 
minor reductions made in the budget re
quests of those programs but they will 
impose no impairments on the excellent 
programs of those institutions. 

The subcommittee conducted exten
sive and exhaustive hearings in connec
tion with the National Foundation on 
the Arts and the Humanities and con
cluded that the grant review and award 
processes of both institutions are sound. 
No reductions are proposed for those 
programs although additional adminis
tration funds are proposed at the ex
pense of the matching grant programs 
in offsetting amounts as explained in 
the subcommittee report. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, a 
balanced bill, and I recommend that it 
be reported to the House by the 
committee. 

0 1640 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 

4930 making appropriations for the De
partment of the Interior and related 
agencies and to urge its approval by the 
Members of this House. 

Mr. Chairman, over the years this bill 
has been described as an all American 
bill-a resource bill and an energy bill. 
It is all of those things. In my judgment, 
it is one of the most important bills we 

consider each year because it gets right 
to the heart of the two major concerns of 
every American-inflation and energy. 
It does this by funding the management 
of our Nation's natural, cultural, energy, 
and human resources of the millions of 
Americans on Indian reservations and in 
the trust territories. 

To steer the diverse programs of this 
bill through the House our committee is 
fortunate to benefit from the leadership 
and the skill of my friend from Dlinois, 
SID YATES. The gentleman always con
ducts our hearings, our markups, and 
our activities in a most thorough, bi
partisan manner and with, I might say, 
an incredible amount of patience. The 
result has been a bill that each year re
flects the maximum input of all of this 
subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill we bring before 
you today is the very careful product of 
many months of deliberation as to how 
we can best meet the national mandate 
to develop and replenish our national 
resources. The delay in bringing this bill 
before you is testimony to a major dilem
ma we faced this year. We undertook 
this task with a budget submitted to our 
committee that was totally deficient in 
the critical areas of energy. We could 
have brought to you a bill that went 
along with that budget and ignored those 
resource programs that we have initiated 
and which Congress has supported 
through the years. Or we could choose 
to meet those budget problems head on. 
We chose the latter. 

Our chairman, SID YATES, has told you 
about some of those decisions. He noted 
that the committee did not just add 
funds here and there. We cut, too, and 
we made some cuts that are going to hurt 
some popular programs. We cut $633.5 
million out of 171 programs contained 
in this bill. But we did it to stress our 
desire to rewrite this bill to bring you 
a product that clearly backs up our Na
tion's goals with the dollars to realize 
them. 

For example, while it is true that we 
bring to you a bill that is $1.7 billion 
over the budget-$1.5 billion of which is 
to fund the recently passed Moorhead 
bill, H.R. 3930. It is probable that the 
$1.5 billion will never add to this year's 
outlays. But our committee has served 
public notice to the Nation that we are 
serious about creating a synthetic fuel 
industry, and we intend to provide the 
dollars as soon as possible. 

We were presented with budget esti
mates that did not respond to the na
tional sense of emergency that confronts 
us with regard to our energy dilemma. 
We considered a budget that eliminated 
funds for additional oil exploration on 
the national petroleum reserve 1n 
Alaska. These funds were cut by OMB 
in the name of ''budget austerity." And 
we made a decision that will keep the 
U.S. Government in the business of drill
ing for oil on Federal lands. The other 
choice was to sit back and do nothing. 
We chose to go forward and we added 
$141 million above the budget to keep 
Husky Oil Co. drilling on the North 
Slope. 

I commend the ·additional views at the 
end of the report to your attention. 
Twenty-four Members signed them to 

express the committee's strong belief 
that we can serve a key role in future 
congressional deliberations on the syn
thetic fuels question. While our commit
tee did proceed to fund the provisions 
of the Moorhead bill, we should have 
gone farther in creating a synthetic 
fuels industry through this appropria
tions bill. The additional views and the 
testimony heard before the committee, 
which I would also urge you to read, 
makes a compelling and convincing case 
for fast action now. The members of our 
committee will watch the progress of 
synthetic fuels legislation in the coming 
months and will offer our proposal to the 
Congress as an acceptable vehicle to 
create this vital industry. 

I urge the Members of this House to 
examine our actions on the energy 
budget. We believe we invested tax dol
lars wisely on projects with the most 
realistic chances of success in the short 
and long term. Forty percent of this 
budget, $4.2 billion, funds the Energy 
and Interior Department's energy agen
cies. We provided $3.3 billion directly to 
the Department of Energy to move for
ward on both solvent refined coal proc
esses, a high Btu gasification demonstra
tion plant, and a low Btu plant. These 
processes are at the heart of our Nation's 
effort to convert coal to clean-burning 
solids, liquids and gas for use as a sub
stitute for high-priced OPEC on. Again, 
the administration being pennywise and 
pound foolish wanted to fund only one 
SRC plant until it got its energy security 
trust fund. We said no, we cannot wait. 
We need them both. And we provided $54 
million for both plants. 

In addition to this activity, the com
mittee did not neglect the new initia
tives designed to provide alternate 
sources of energy from on. We added $3 
million for MHD, $3.2 million to begin 
a new program to extract oil from tar 
sands, an additional $6 million for 
urban waste research and more funding 
for fuel cells, $6.5 million to test their 
effectiveness as a residential and indus
trial source of heat and power. This is 
a good energy budget and one you can 
support with enthusiasm. 

The committee was faced with the 
painful choices that were contained in 
the administration's budget for the U.S. 
Forest Service, a budget so inadequate 
that it could not possibly meet the 
President's publicly expressed goal of a 
12.7 billion board feet timber cut. The 
administration wants to cut the timber, 
but it does not want to build the roads, 
conduct the research, and reforest the 
timber stands that would allow that cut 
to happen. We could have chosen to ac
cept the budget's recommendation that 
we fund an 11.7 billion board foot timber 
cut or we could increase the funding to 
accommodate a larger cut, and we did to 
12.2 billion board feet. In addition, the 
committee decided to take the first steps 
to fund, at a vastly reduced level from 
last year, the very successful and very 
popular YCC program. We added plus $27 
million to provide employment for 18,000 
young people next summer on our Na
tion's public lands. The YCC provides 
$1 in return for every dollar spent in 
needed conservation. Nevertheless, our 
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funding level is still $32 million below 
last year's level. 

We are spending $1.6 billion for pro
grams designed to open new educational 
economic and health improvement op
portunities for our Native Americans. 
Forty-five thousand Indian children 
benefit directly from the educational 
programs you approve here today, while 
another 325,000 children and adults have 
renewed opportunity to get a bettered
ucation and better job opportunity be
cause of the programs advanced by the 
Office of Indian Education. 

Perhaps the best way to measure 
whether or not your dollars are being 
put to work by the Indian Health Service 
is the statistics showing over the past 20 
years we have increased the life ex
pectancy of Indian children by 5 years; 
we have reduced the death rate from 
influenza and pneumonia by 65 percent 
and 72 percent respectively, and we have 
practically eliminated the threat of 
death from tuberculosis to Indian chil
dren. There are other meaningful num
bers which indicate the great progress 
we are making here. 

I am certain that many of you have 
heard about the committee's actions re
garding the fish, wildlife, parks, and rec
reation items in this bill-accounts 
which total nearly $1.5 billion. One of 
the most unpleasant choices the com
mittee was forced to make was to re
duce the State share of funding under 
the land and water conservation fund 
by $159 million. We made this cut to 
try to bring some symmetry to our bill 
to offset some vital increases in energy 
ami the Forest Service and to try to 
avoid the prospect of a !Veto down the 
road. To offset some of the difficulty we 
may be causing the States, we funded the 
urban parks program at $125 million, a 
reduction of $25 million below the 
budget request. However, the Congress 
has just given final approval to the fis-

cal year 1979 supplemental appropria
tions bill containing $22 million for this 
initiative and this, when combined 
with the money here, will give the HCRS 
an active program this year and next. 

The committee also reaffirmed its sup
port for the historical preservation pro
gram by adding $5 million, bringing the 
program to a $50 million level-a level 
which is still $10 million below what we 
approved last year. 

The three major items of note to the 
members in the National Park Service 
are the committee's denial of the pro
posal to purchase the concession at Yel
lowstone National Park-a $15 million 
saving made possible by the lack of suf
ficient information available to the com
mittee. In addition, because the House 
has adopted legislation freezing the fee 
levels for the national parks we reduced 
the fee account by $12.6 million. In 
addition, the committee made a $24 mil
lion commitment to complete 300 miles 
of the Natchez Trace Parkway. 

The committee will also note that we 
devote one-half billion dollars in this 
bill to the management of our Nation's 
land and water activities in the Bureau 
of Land Management and the Office of 
Water Resources Research. The $7 mil
lion increases in the BLM highlight the 
committee's desire to improve recrea
tion, range management, and cadastral 
survey programs on the 417 million acres 
of land on shore and 1.1 b1llion acres 
on the Outer Continental Shelf. You 
will note that the committee also gave 
the go-ahead to the OWRT to accelerate 
the development of their saline water 
facilities in Virginia Beach, Va., and 
Alamagordo, N.Mex. 

In summary, I hope you will give your 
support and your endorsement of the 
actions taken by the committee. This 
bill deserves support from both sides of 
the aisle because it is a bill that meets 
the recreational, cultural, energy, and 
national resource needs of our Nrution. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains some 
very significant amendments designed 
to assist the National Park Service in 
the long overdue development of the 
Delaware Water Gap National Recrea
tion Area. This park, which borders on 
my congressional district, has endured 
tremendous growing pains because of 
the uncertainty surrounding construc
tion of the Tocks Island Dam. 

Much of that uncertainty has been 
eliminated because of the actions of the 
Congress by enacting legislation to in
clude the Delaware River in the Na
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
Now we can proceed to accurately define 
the park boundary, identify carefully 
just what lands will be acquired and 
what lands will be left in private owner
ship and, most importantly, we can 
proceed to develop the facilities to make 
the park more attractive to visitors. 

Millions of visitors are coming to the 
DWGNRA from all across the Nation, 
and because it is one of the largest of 
the eastern parks so close to the major 
population centers, we desperately need 
to improve the services available to 
these new visitors. The amendments 
which are contained in this bill will ac
complish that improvement. 

This bill contains $2 million for im
provements in the park, including his
toric site restoration, road repairs, and 
other development activities. In addi
tion, the committee provided $250,000 
to be made available for cleanup and 
law enforcement activities in the five 
counties adjacent to the upper Delaware. 
This money, $50,000 for each of the 
counties, will implement my legislation 
enabling them to be assisted in meet
ing the expected increase in campers, 
canoeists, and other tourists that will 
certainly come to the upper Delaware to 
enjoy its many attractions. 

Mr. YATES. I want to insert the fol
lowing table: 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1979 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1980 

Agency and item 

(1) 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

LAND AND WATER RESOURCES 
Bureau of Land Management: 

Management of lands and resources 

~~~~!~t~~7~ w~~t~~~~~~s-~~ ~-~-a~~~~~~ii~e= == == == == == ====== == == == == == == == ==== == == == == 
Oregon. and California ~rant_l~nds (indefi!lit~~-approprlatfon of -receipfs)== == == ==== == == == == 
Range l!"provements (mdefm1te, appropnatlon of receipts) ____________________________ _ 
Recr~at1on developmen.t and operat1_on of r~creation facilities (indefinite, special fund) ____ _ 
S~rv1ce charges, depos1ts, and forfeitures (mdefmite special fund) 
Miscellaneous trust funds (indefinite) ____________ -~ ____________ ~===================== 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority, 
fiscal year 1979 1 

(2) 

$335, 003, 000 
19,011,000 

105, 000, 000 
55,000,000 
8, 665,000 

300,000 
13, 750,000 

100,000 

Budget estimates 
of new 

(obligational) 
authority, 

fiscal year 1980 

(3) 

$287, 931, 000 
16,343,000 

108, 000, 000 
55,000, 000 
10,900,000 

300, 000 
13, 750, 000 

100,000 

New budget 
Bill compared with-

(obligational) New budget Budget estimates 
authority, (obligational) of new (obliga-

recommended authori~ tional) authority, 
in bill fiscal year 19 9 fiscal year 1980 

(4) (5) (6) 

$295, 361, 000 -$39, 642, 000 +$7. 430. 0 00 
16,343,000 -2,668,000 ------------------

108,000,000 +3, 000,000 ------------------
55, 000, 000 ---------------------------- ---- ----
10,900, 000 +2, 235, 000 ------------------

300,000 ------------------ -------- ----------
13, 750, 000 -------------------------------- -- --

100,000 ------------------------------------
Total, Bureau of Land Management_ __________ _______ ______________________________ ---------------------------536, 829, 000 492, 324, 000 499, 754, 000 -37, 075, 000 +7. 430,000 

Office of Water Research and Technology: Salaries and expenses ____________________________ _ 28, 357,000 30,739, 000 30,977,000 +2. 620,000 +238, 000 

565, 186,000 523, 063, 000 530, 731, 000 -34, 455,000 +7. 668,000 Total, Land and Water Resources _________________ __________ __________ _______ _____ _ 
======~====~~====~~==~~~==~~~ 

FISH AND WILDLIFE AND PARKS 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service : 
15, 174.000 
20,000,000 

737, 025, 000 

14,954,000 
150, 000, 000 
598, 000, 000 

15,656,000 
125, 000, 000 
447, 059, 000 

+482, 000 
+105, 000,000 
-289, 966, 000 

+702, 000 
-25, 000, 000 

-150,941,000 
60,000,000 45,000,000 50,000,000 -10, 000, 000 -5,000,000 

832, 199, 000 807, 954, 000 637, 715, 000 -194, 484, 000 -170, 239, 000 

~f~~~~f~;;n;fa~:¥n#[~\~~;~~~~~~~~~~~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Total, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service __ ---------------------------_______________________ __:___: ____ _:__....:__ 

See footnotes a.t end of table. 
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198~Continued 

Budget estimates New budget 
Bill compared with-

New budget of new (obligational) New budget Budget estimates 
(obligational) (obligational) authority, (obligational) of new (obliga-

authority, authority, recommended 
Agency and item fiscal year 1979t fiscal year 1980 in bill fiscal y~~~h~g~~· tional) authority, 

fiscal yeu 1980 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

FISH AND WILDLIFE AND PARKS-Continued 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Resource management.. _____________________________________________ -------- _____ _ 
Construction and anadromous fish------- ---------------- __ --------------------------
Migratory bird conservation account (definite, repayable advance). _____________________ _ 
Development and operation of recreation facilities (indefinite, special fund) ______________ _ 

$200, 629, 000 $207, 055, 000 $207,055, 000 +!6, 426,000 ------------------
97, 856, 000 47, 574, 000 56,327,000 -41, 529, 000 +$8, 753, 000 
10,000,000 10,000,000 15, 000, 000 +5, 000, 000 +5, 000, 000 

150,000 200,000 200,000 +SO, 000 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service .•.. ------------------------------------------- 308, 635, 000 264, 829, 000 278, 582, 000 

National Park Service: =========================== 
-30, 053, 000 + 13, 753, 000 

gg~~~:~~~ig~ ~~ ~-~~~i~~~ -~~r-~ ~~~~~~----~~== == == == == = = == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == Planning, development, and operation of recreation facilities (indefinite, special fund)_._._ 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts--------------------------------------

386, 806, 000 382, 777, 000 383,512,000 -3,294,000 -735,000 
118, 488, 000 85,358,000 97,144,000 -21, 344, 000 +11, 786,000 
15,478,000 28,465,000 15,781,000 +303,000 +12, 684, 000 
4, 055,000 4, 287,000 3, 875,000 -180,000 -412,000 

total, National Park Service ••. --------·------------------------------------------------------------------------524, 827, 000 500, 887, 000 500, 312, 000 -24, 515, 000 -575,000 

Total, Fish and Wildlife and Parks·------------------------------------------------ 1, 665, 661, 000 1, 573, 670, 000 1, 416, 60J, 000 -249, 052, 000 -157,061,000 
============================ 

ENERGY AND MINERALS 
Geological Survey: 

Surveys, investigations, and research ____ ------------ __ ------------ __ ------__________ 418, 606, 000 451, 021, 000 448, 290, 000 +29, 684, 000 
Exploration of national petroleum reserve in Alaska ____ -------------------------------- 231,048,000 4, 427,000 145,927,000 -85, 121,000 

-2,731,000 
+141, 500,000 

Total, Geological SurveY---------------------------------------------------------- 649,654,000 455,448,000 594,217,000 -55,437,000 +138, 769,000 
================================== 

Bureau of Mines: 
Mines and minerals·--------------------------------------------------------------- 148,507,000 135,194,000 134,883,000 -13,624,000 -311,000 
Helium fund (permanent contract authoritY>------------------------------------------------------------ 47,500,000 ------------------------------------ -47,500,000 ----------------------------------------------------------

Total, Bureau of Mines·---------------------------------------------------------- 148,507,000 182,694,000 -47,811,000 134, 883, 000 -13,624,000 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement: ========================= 
Regulation and technologY-------------------------------------------------------- -- 53,944,000 81,320,000 +4, 200,000 
Abandoned mine reclamation fund (def.nite, trust fund)________________________________ 61,451,000 113,916,000 -2, 500,000 

85,520,000 +31, 576, 000 
lll, 416, 000 +49, 965, 000 ------------------------------------------------------------Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement_________________________ 115,395,000 195,236,000 +1, 700,000 

============================== 
196, 936, 000 +81, 541,000 

Total, Energy and Minerals·------------------------------------------------------ 913,556,000 833,378,000 +92, 658,000 926, 036, 000 +12, 480,000 
============================= 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Bureau of Indian Affairs: 

Operation of Indian programs ... __ ------------ ______ ---------------------- _________ _ Construction _____________________________________________________________________ _ 
Road construction. __________________________________ ----._-- __________ -- _________ _ 
Alaska native fund_ .• _____________________________ ---- __________ -- _______________ _ 
Trust funds (definite) __________________________ ------ __ -- ______ -- _________________ _ 
Trust funds (i ndcfinite) ... _________________________ -- __ ---- _______________________ _ 
Eastern Indian land Claims Fund. __ .----------- ____________________ -------- _______ _ 

792, 052, 000 792, 020, 000 792, 753, 000 +701, 000 +733, 000 
126,554,000 67,721,000 83,395,000 -43, 159,000 +15, 674,000 
79,253,000 58,379,000 60,379,000 -18,874,000 +2, 000,000 
30,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 ------------------------------------
3,000,000 3, 000,000 3, 000,000 ------------------------------------

23,000,000 23,000,000 23,000,000 ------------------------------------
3,500,000 ------------------------------------ -3,500,000 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs·--------------------------------------------------- 1, 057,359,000 974, 120,000 992,527,000 -64,832,000 +18, 407,000 
============================ 

TERRITORIAL AFFAIRS 
Office of Territorial Affairs: 

Administration of territories ... _____________ ------ ________ ------ __ -------- __ --------
Trust Territory of the Pacific lslands·------------------------------------------------
Micronesian Claims Fund, Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands ________________________ _ 

53, 517, 000 46, 804, 000 84, 161,000 
114, 706, 000 99, 010, 000 112, 760, 000 
12,600,000 ------------------------------------

+30, 644, 000 +37, 357, 000 
-1,946,000 +13, 750,000 

-12,600.000 ---- --------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total, Office of Territorial Affairs.------------------------------------------------- 180, 823, 000 145, 814, 000 196, 921, 000 +16, 098, 000 +51, 107, 000 

==================================================== 
SECRETARIAL OFFICES 

Office~~eSolici~r: S~a~esandexpenses •.. --------------------------------~~~15='=08=5=,0=0=0======1=5=,6=1=~=0=00=======15='=50=0='=00=0=======+=4=1=~=0=0=0=======-=1=19=,=00=0= 
Office of the Secretary: 

Departmental management.. ... ---------------------------------------------------- 43,100,000 48,761,000 45,760,000 +2, 660,000 -3,001,000 
Construction management.·------------------------------------------------------ -------------------------------------- 9, 400,000 +9, 400,000 +9, 400,000 
Salaries and expenses (special foreign currency program>------------------------------ 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 ------------------------------------

~-----------------------------------------------------------
Total, Office of the Secretary·----------------------------------------------------- 44, 100,000 49,761,000 56, 160,000 +12, 060, 000 +6, 399,000 

=================================================== 
Total, Secretarial Offices ·------------------------------- -------------------------- 59, 185,000 65,380,000 71,660,000 +12, 475, 000 +6, 280,000 

=================================================== 
Total, title I, new budget (obligational) authority, Department of the Interior.__________ 4, 441,770,000 4, 115, 425, 000 4, 134, 484, 000 -307, 286, 000 +19, 059, 000 

-----------------------------------
Consisting of: 

::~J~~1~1~:tX~}~f~~~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----~~!1t!!!~!!!_ 
4, 067, 925, 000 4, 134, 484, 000 -307, 286, 000 
3, 338,210,000 3, 568,394,000 -19,908, 000 

729, 715, 000 566,090, 000 -287, 378, 000 
47, 500,000 ------------------------------------

+66, 559, 000 
+230, 184, 000 
-163, 625, 000 
-47, 500, 000 

TITLE II-RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

============================ 

Forest Service: Forest management, protection and utilization: 
Forest research. __ ------------- ---- --- --- ________ ------------------------------___ 110, 969,000 105,064,000 109, 490,000 -1, 479,000 +4, 426,000 
State and private forestry. __ ---------- --------- _____ --------------------___________ 54, 870, 000 37, 938, 000 65, 964, 000 +11, 094,000 +28, 026,000 
National forest system.------------- --------------------------------- -------------- 761,235,000 752, 137,900 847, 151, 000 +85, 916, 000 +95, 014,000 

-------------------------------------------------------------
T~a~ ~redmanagemen~protectionandutil~ation ________________________________ ~===9=27='=07=4='=00=0======89=5=,1=3=~=00==0==='=~=0~2=~=6=05~,=00=0=====+=9=5=,=53=1=,000======+=1=2=~~4=6=~=00~0= 

See footnotes a.t end o! table. 
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1980-Continued 

Budget estimates New budget 
Bill compared with-

New budget of new (obligational) New budget Budget estimates 
(obligational) (obligational) authority, (obligational) of new (obliga-

recommended authority, 
Agency and item 

authori~, 
fiscal year 197 1 

authori~, 
fiscal year 19 0 in bill fiscal year 1979 

tional) authori~, 
fiscal year 19 0 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE-Continued 

$~~~~r~~~~~re~t~d~~~r~~~~~s~~i~~~==== ======================================~==~=~~=~~==~ $2g; Ml>: g~ -----~~~~~~~~~~~-
2 

$4i~: :5& ggg +~~~: ~~g: ggg +~~~; ~~; ggg 
Forest roads. ___ ________ __ ________ _ .__________________________________________________ 2

2
4
3
3
1

,. 4
39
6
2
6,, 

0
00
00
0 ___ -_-_-_- _- _-_--__ --__ -_- _-_-_-_- ____________ __ _ -_- __ _ - _-_-_-_-_-_--__ - -243, 466, 000 _________________ _ 

Forest roads and trails. _______________ . _______________ .________________________________ -231, 392, 000 . ____ ____________ _ 

Timber salvage sales. __ ------------------ ------------------- -------------------------- 3, 000, 000 ----------------------- ------- ------ -3, 000,000 ----------- ______ _ 
Acquisition of lands for national forests: 

Special acts (special fund, indefinite>------------------- --------- - - ---- --- ----------- 385,000 325,000 325,000 -60,000 ------------------
Acquisition of lands to complete lan<t exchanges (special fund, indefinite)________________ 239,000 155,000 155,000 +-

5
8
00

4,, ooo
000 

_____ --__ --_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ 
Rangeland improvements (special fund, inaefinite>---------------------------------------- 5, 400,000 5, 900,000 5, 900,000 
Assistance to States for tree improvement. ___________ ... ______ . _______ .. -----. ______ .. _._ 1, 522, 000 . __________________________________ . -1, 522, 000 ___ .. _. __________ _ 
Construction and operation of recreation facilities (indefinite, special fund)___________________ 3, 459,000 3, 850,000 3, 850,000 +391,.000 ------------------
Rights of way (indefinite) __ -------- ------------- --------------------------------------- 100,000 ------------------------- _ __________ -100, 000 ----------------------------------------------------------------------

Total, Forest Service ______ ------------------------------------------------------- 1, 512,214,000 1, 242,807,000 1, 486,058,000 -26, 156,000 +243, 251,000 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ======~==:::::::=~~===========~========:::::::=~= 

Fossil energy research and development. ___ • __ ------------ ----- ----------- - ------------- 3 578, 189, 000 
Fossil energy construction. ________ ----- .. ___________ -- .... --_-----. _____ .. ________ .____ 99, 709, 000 
Energy production, demonstration and distribution.------------------ - ---- ------- --------- •169, 415,000 

Ener~~ac~~~;~~i~~i~~===================================================================------~~~~~~~~~~-
Economic Regulatory Administration·---------------------------------------------------- to 100,333,000 

489, 493, 000 
76,960,000 

566, 453, 000 

71,735,000 
7, 852,000 

• 675, 592, 000 
77,050,000 

6 124, 299, 000 
i 557, 995, 000 
8 200, 000, 000 
g 159, 646, 000 

535, 116, 000 
50,240,000 

585, 356, 000 

76,875,000 
10,900,000 

541, 449, 000 
74,302, 000 

615, 751, 000 

75,875,000 
10, 900, 000 

+121, 188,000 
-28, 459, 000 
-43, 444, 000 

-161, 903,000 
+197, 500,000 
+25, 364, 000 

+51, 956, 000 
-2,658,000 

+49, 298, 000 

+4, 140,000 

+23, 785, 000 
-5,800,000 
+1,672, 000 

-12, 443, 000 
-2,500,000 

-33, 949, 000 

+6, 333,000 
+24, 062, 000 

+30, 395, 000 

-1,000,000 
+3, 048,000 -------- -------- --

646, 040, 000 673, 131, 000 702, 526, 000 +56, 486, 000 +29, 395, 000 Total, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare ______ ______ _____________________ _ 

NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN RELOCATION COMMISSION =========~=::::=:=========~~===:::===::::::::=::::::::=~~ 
8, 752,000 950,000 950,000 -7,802,000 ------------------

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 
Salaries and expenses __ ------ ______ ---------- ______________________ ---- __ ---- _________ _ 
Museum programs and related research (special foreign currency program) __________________ _ 

98, 202, 000 104, 740, 000 103, 498, 000 +5, 296, 000 
3, 700,000 7, 700,000 3, 700,000 ------------------

-1,242,000 

Science Information Exchange. ____ -------------------------------- ______ ----------------
Construction and improvements, National Zoological Park. ___ ------------------------------Restoration and renovation of buildings _________________________________________________ _ 
Construction _________________________________________________________________________ _ 

-4,000,000 
2, 063,000 ------------------------------------ -2, 063,000 ------------------
3, 900, 000 6, 550, 000 6, 500, 000 +2, 600, 000 -50, 000 
2, 100, 000 4, 900, 000 5, 250, 000 +3, 150, 000 +350, 000 

575, 000 21, 100, 000 20, 600, 000 +20, 025, 000 -500, 000 

Subtotal _________________________________ ____________________________ ------ ___ _ 110,540,000 144, 990, 000 139, 548, 000 +29, 008, 000 -5,442,000 
======~====~~======~~====~~~====~~= 

19,281,000 22,577,000 22,311,000 +3, 030,000 -266,000 
1, 588,000 1,648, 000 1, 611,000 +23,000 -37,000 

Salaries and expenses, National Gallery of Art--------------------------------------------
Salaries and expenses, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. _____ -- ___________ _ 

------------------------------------------------~--
131, 409, 000 169, 215, 000 163, 470, 000 +32, 061, 000 -5,745,000 Total, Smithsonian Institution ___ ------ ________ ---------------------------- _______ _ 

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES =====~===~~====~====~~=~=====~== 
National Endowment for the Arts: 

102, 160, 000 97,000,000 97,000,000 -5, 160,000 ------------------
9, 925,000 10, 500,000 12,000,000 +2, 075,000 +1, 500,000 

Salaries and expenses_----- __________ ------ ______ ------ __ ---------- __ ---- _________ _ 
Administrative expenses·-----------------------;----------------------------------------------------------------

112, 085, 000 107, 500, 000 109,000,000 -3,085,000 +1, 500,000 

37,500,000 46,900,000 45,400,000 +7, 900,000 -1,500,000 

Subtotal ____________ -------- - ------------------------------- --------------------
====~~====~~====~~====~~==~~~ 

Matching grants (indefinite) ____________________________ ------ _____________________ _ 

------------------------------------------------~--
149, 585,000 154, 400, 000 154, 400, 000 +4, 815,000 ------------------Total, National Endowment for the Arts------------------------ --------------------===~:::=:::::====="==~===~:::=~===~~:=:::======;;;,;; 

National Endowment for the Humanities: 
98,300,000 100, 300, 000 100,300,000 +2. 000,000 ------------------
10,431,000 10,800,000 11,400,000 +969, 000 +600, 000 

Salaries and expenses. _______________ ---------- __ ----------------------------------
Administrative expenses. ______ -------- __ ------------------------ __ ---------- _____ _ 

------------------------------------------------~--SubtotaL .. ____________________________________________________________________ _ 108, 731, 000 lll, 110, 000 lll, 700, 000 +2, 969,000 +600, 000 
================================~========~= Matching grants (indefinite) _______________________________________________________ _ 36,500,000 39,000,000 38,400,000 +1, 900,000 -600,000 
------------------------------------------------------------Total, National Endowment for the Humanities _____________________________________ _ 145, 231, 000 150, 100, 000 150, 100, 000 +4, 869,000 ------------------
======================~~====~============= 

Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities.-------------------------- 294, 816,000 304, 500, 000 304, 500, 000 +9, 684, 000 ------------------
============~================~==~========= 

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 
Salaries and expenses __________________________________ -------------------------------- 263,000 271,000 268,000 +5, 000 -3,000 

====~========~==============~======~ 
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Salaries and expenses ________________________________________ ------------------ __ ------ 1, 204,000 1, 672,000 1, 350,000 +146, 000 -322,000 
============================================= 

See footnotes a.t end of table. 
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1980-Continued 

Revised budget New budget 
Bill compared with-

New budget estimates of new (obligational) New budget Budget estimates 
(obligational) (obligational) authority (obligational) of new (obliga-

authority, authority, fiscal recommended authority, tional) authority, 
Agency and item fiscal year 1979 1 year 19802 in bill fiscal year 1979 fiscal year 1980 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

TITLE II-RELATED AGENCIEs-continued 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

Salaries and expenses.---------------------------------------------------------------- $2, 019,000 $2,193,000 $1,975,000 -$44,000 -$218,000 

FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL COMMISSION ============================= 

Salaries and expenses.----------------------------------------------------------------- 20,000 10,000 40, 000 +20, 000 +30, 000 

JOINT FEDERAL-STATE LAND USE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR ALASKA ======================= 
Salaries and expenses. ___________________________ -------------------- __ ------ __ ----____ 594, 000 __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ ____ -594, 000 ______________ ___ _ 

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION ================~====== 
S2laries and expenses .. ____________________________ -------- __ ----------------__________ 1, 659, 000 
Land acquisition and development fund (borrowing authority)-- ----------------------------- 33,000, 000 

1, 856,000 1,811, 000 +152, 000 -45,000 
17,000,000 

Public development__ __________ ---------------------------- __ -------------------------- 30, 255, 000 20, 110,000 
17, 000, 000 
20, 110, 000 

-16,000,000 ----------- - -- ----
-10,145, 000 ------ -------- - - ---------------------------------------------------------------

Total, Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation________________________________ 64,914,000 
=============~===~=====~= 

38, 966, 000 38, 921,000 -25, 993, 000 -45,000 

Total, title II, new budget (obligational) authority, related agencies____________________ 7, 384,961,000 4, 325, 345, 000 6, 061, 069, 000 -1, 323, 892, 000 +1, 735, 724, 000 
-------------------------------------------------------------

Consisting of: 
4, 108, 345, 000 5, 846, 569, 000 -1, 505,392,000 +1, 738,224,000 
4, 012, 215, 000 5, 752, 539, 000 -1,515,839,000 +1, 740,324, 000 Apprg~~l~N~~~pro_p_riatiiiii$= ==== == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == == ~: ~~~: ~~~: ~g 

Indefinite appropriations.------------------------------------ -------- 83, 583,000 96, 130,000 94,030, 000 +10, 447,000 -2, 100,000 

Reap&~~f~~i~~nauth-ority ___ :: ==== ==== == ====== ==== ==== == == == == ==== == == == == == == == ------ -3f ooo; ooo- 200, 000, 000 
17, 000, 000 

197, 500, 000 
17, 000, 000 

+197, 500, 000 -2, 500, 000 
-16,000,000 ---------- --------

======================== 
RECAPITULATION 

Total, new budaet (obliaational) authority, all titles__________________________________ 11,826,731,000 8, 440,770,000 10,195,553,000 -1,631,178,000 +1, 754,783,000 

Consistina of_: . 

Apprg~}.~~~~~sp-prop-riatiiiii5~==== == == == == == == == == == == == == == == ==== ==== == == == d~: ~~~; ~~~; ggg> 
Indefinite appropriations ___ -------- ____ ------------ __ ------------____ (937, 051, 000) 

8, 176, 270,000 9, 981,053, 000 -1,812,678,000 +1, 804,783,000 
(7, 350, 425, 000) (9, 320, 933, 000) ( -1, 535, 747, 000) ( +1. 970, 508, 000) 

~~~ft!Yg~i:~fhnority-: --= == ==== == == == == == == == == == == == == == ====== == ==== == ==== ------ -33; ooci; ooci-
(825, 845, 000) (660, 120, 000) (-276, 931, 000) ( -165, 725, 000) 
200,000, 000 197, 500, 000 +197, 500, 000 -2, 500, 000 
17,000,000 17,000, 000 -16, 000,000 ------------------Permanent contract authority_ . ___________ ---- __ ------------ ______________ _________________ _ 47,500, 000 ------------------------------------ -47,500,000 

1 Includes fiscal year 1979 supplemental appropriations contained in H.R. 4289 as passed by 
the House. 

7 Includes $79,200,000 for programs transferred to " Fossil Fuel-Operating Expenses" in fiscal 
year 1980 estimates and excludes $2,503,000 from programs previously included in "Enerey, 
Science and Defense Activities-Operatina Expenses" which are now included in fiscal year 
1980 estimates. 

2lncludes budget amendment of $7,600,000 contained in H. Doc. 96 -145 as follows: Forest 
research, $400,000; State and private forestry, $1,750,000; National Forest system, $3,559,000; 
and construction and land acquisition, $1,891,000. 

a Includes $2,700,000 transferred from "Eneray Supply, Research and Development-Operat
ina Expenses" account. 

1 Excludes $79,200,000 from proarams previously included in "Eneray Conservation" and 
$1,613,000 from proarams previously included in "Enern, Science and Defense Activities
Operatina Expenses" which are now included in fiscal year 1980 estimates. 

' Reappropriation of funds for conservation grants for schools and health care facilities, appro
priated in Public Law 95-240, the availability of which is due to expire on Sept. 30, 1979. Budaet 
proposes extension of availability- a reappropriation under concepts aareed to between the Office 
of Management and Budget and the Appropriations Committees. 

• Includes $5,000,000 transferred from "Eneray Supply, Research and Development-Operatina 
Expenses" account. 

10 Includes $4,100,000 for programs transferred to " Energy Information Administration" ac
count in fiscal year 1980 estimates. 

1 Excludes $2,284,000 from "Eneray, Science and Defense Activities- Operatina Expenses" 
which are now included in fiscal year 1980 estimates. 

u Excludes $675,000 from proarams previously included in "Eneray, Science and Defense 
Activities- Operating Expenses" which are now included in fiscal year 1980 estimates. 

12 Excludes $4,100,000 for programs previously included in "Eneray Reaulatory Administration" 
account which are now included in fiscal year 1980 estimates. • Includes $2,000,000 transferred from "Departmental Administration" account. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. Mc
DADE) has expired. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDADE. I yield to the gentle
woman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding. 

There are two matters that have con
cerned me on the subject of forests, and 
one of them involves the problem of in
creasing desiccation by overgrazing on 
our forest lands. I wondered if that had 
been taken into consideration by the 
committee or whether that would be 
more in the purview of the authorizing 
committee. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, perhaps 
the gentlewoman noticed the article that 
appeared in the New York Times Sunday. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Yes. 
Mr. McDADE. It concerned both the 

Bureau of Land Management and the 
U.S. Forest Service, both of which have 
grazing areas. 

I want to assure the gentlewoman that 
this is a problem that has been of great 
concern to us for the past 10 years. This 
committee, without ever getting a budget 
request, has engaged in a program in 
both the BLM and in the U.S. Forest 
Service to try to get those lands in shape. 

Let me say that a group instituted a 
court action which prevented the funds 
we had appropriated from being spent 
on the land. Happily, that dispute is now 
resolved, and we can look forward to 
improvements in both ranges. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I have 
one further question, if the gentleman 
will yield? 

Mr. McDADE. I yield to the gentle
woman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, this 
refers to page 5 of the report, to which 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. YATES) 
suggested we should turn. 

The OMB recommended no funds to 
continue the Youth Conservation Corps 
and recommended instead the Youth 
Adult Conservation Corps. 

What were the considerations involved 
in keeping the Youth Conservation Corps 

in favor of the recommendations of the 
OMB that it be discontinued? 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, the YCC 
is the only program on the books that 
provides an 8-week work experience in 
our national forests, parks, woodlands, 
and certain urban areas. It is partly ad
ministered by the Labor Department. 

0 1650 
For every dollar invested in employing 

those youngsters and in giving them the 
work experience, we get a dollar back in 
benefits, because indeed they do work on 
our national assets. 

Mrs. FENWICK. What is the difference 
between the two? 

Mr. McDADE. One of them is a limi
tation to youngsters; the YCC is 15 to 18, 
and an 8-week course, and the YACC is a 
program that applies to older children 
and has a different time period. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDADE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. YACC is a year-round 
program. The YCC program is a summer 
program only. 
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Mr. McDADE. They are targeted at 

di1ferent groups. The administration rec
ommended zero. We have it in as a com
mittee consensus. 
• Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, the 
Science and Technology Committee last 
year adopted my amendment for $5.4 
million to initiate a comprehensive oil 
heat R. & D. and marketing program. 
That money was appropriated for fiscal 
year 1979 and this year DOE requested 
$3.85 million for their follow-on activity. 
This is a vital program for people in the 
Northeast who depend heavily on oil to 
heat their homes. 

The $500,000 of the DOE request was 
set-aside by our committee from the im
portant oil-fired unit demonstration to 
the space conditioning in research proj
ect activity at Brookhaven National Lab
oratory. This demonstration activity 
was designed in three phases, the first 
two of which require Federal stimula
tion. 

The redirection of funds in this pro
gram will speed the introduction of ad
vanced combustion concepts and fur
naces to raise efficiency 40 to 50 percent. 
This is a vital R. & D. program for the 
Northeast and deserves strong support. 

J'OSSIL ENERGY (COAL-OIL COMBUSTION 

RESEARCH) 

This $250,000 is for restoration of the 
university research on coal-oil mixtures 
which was funded last year under ad
vanced research and supporting tech
nology but was not included in the fiscal 
year 1980 request. The coal-oil mixtures 
program was reduced by $2,950,000 in 
fiscal year 1980 and there are insufficient 
funds to complete important activity on 
contracts outside the energy technology 
centers. This set-aside is specifically for 
Adelphi College Center for Energy Stud
ies and complements a smaller program 
sponsored by EPA which is directed at 
reducing emissions by coal/oil combus
tion. The work consists of coal desul
furization during combustion of coal
oil water emulsions. This is an economic 
alternative to clean liquid from coal. 

SYNTHETIC FUELS PRODUCTION 

This bill, as the Moorhead bill before it 
and the DOE authorization H.R. 3000, is 
a genuine energy supply bill. I recall 3 
years ago when our Science and Technol
ogy Committee struggled vainly to push 
major initiatives for synthetic fuels 
production. 

Outside of projects at the pilot plant 
scale, this country has made little prog
ress since then because industry has not 
been given the incentive. I believe that 
setting production goals of 500,000 bar
rels a day by 1985, as in H.R. 4930, is the 
incentive that should catalyze the syn
thetics programs. 

In the Northeast we are particularly 
interested in major liquefaction projects 
but advanced gasification techniques 
cannot be ignored because they are a 
vital source for petroleum substitutes. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. I also want to congratulate Mr. 
McDADE and Mr. YATES for bringing it to 
the ftoor. It is a genuine energy supply 
bill .• 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BENJAMIN). 

Mr. BENJAMIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee, the gentleman from Illi
nois (Mr. YATES), and his fine ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE), for devel
oping a truly comprehensive bill and re
port. 

I also take this time to inquire of my 
chairman if I am correct to understand 
that the demonstration of a new coke
making technique, described by the 
committee in its discussion of industrial 
energy conservation on page 76 of the 
committee report, refers to the Inland 
Steel Corp.'s proposed project in East 
Chicago, Ind.? 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BENJAMIN. Originally, a request 
for $5 million was made for this project 
for fiscal year 1980. Does the committee's 
decision not to fund this project during 
the coming fiscal year refiect its disap
proval of the project? 

Mr. YATES. No, I would say to the 
gentleman that is not a disapproval. The 
committee has taken no action because 
the Department of Energy has asked for 
time to review the proposal. That is the 
reason that the committee took no ac
tion. We are waiting for the report from 
the Department of Energy. 

Mr. BENJAMIN. I thank the chair
man. 

I wonder if the ranking minority mem
ber would have a comment on that. 

Mr. McDADE. If the gentleman will 
yield, I am delighted to respond to him. 

I echo the sentiments of the gentleman 
from Dlinois <Mr. YATES). We await the 
repprt. We appreciate the fact that the 
gentleman from Indiana brings it to our 
attention. We are interested in it. 

Mr. BENJAMIN. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

A final question, Mr. Chairman. 
In its report, the committee states they 

expect a comprehensive report on this 
process, its energy-saving potential and 
its benefits and costs in time to be con
sidered in the fiscal year 1981 congres
sional budget process. As chairman of 
the Interior Subcommittee, what date 
does the gentleman believe the subcom
mittee should release its report in order 
to allow for a full and careful review 
prior to the consideration of the fiscal 
year 198llegislation? 

Mr. YATES. I! the gentleman will 
yield, I will tell the gentleman that I 
would expect that report to be provided 
to the subcommittee early next year and 
it will be considered during the hearings 
on the fiscal year 1981 budget. 

Mr. BENJAMIN. I thank the chairman 
and the ranking minority member. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. REGULA). 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I will 
not take the 5 minutes, but I do want to 
commend the chairman, the ranking mi
nority member, and the other members 
of this subcommittee for an excellent 
bill. This is a difficult bill, because we 
deal with a lot of matters of great inter
est to many groups. For example, this bill 
funds the Bureau of Indian Affairs. They 
have great needs. There is never enough 
money to go around for the national 
parks and forest development and the 

many other responsibilities of Govern
ment that are funded in this bill. A 
strenuous effort was made to bring out 
a balanced bill. The results are respon
sible in terms of building for the future 
and in terms of our national interest, and 
yet doing so with a concern for the budg
etary impact. 

The YCC program is funded in the 
amount of $27 million. Just today I re
ceived a letter from a group in the 16th 
district, saying what an excellent job had 
been accomplished this summer by the 
YCC group. They worked hard. They ac
complished a number of items of lasting 
benefit in our community. 

Also, it should be pointed out that an 
effort has been made in this bill to in
crease funding for the urban parks, a 
recognition that the urban parks have 
great value to people because of the 
proximity to our population centers. The 
pressures will continue to grow as people 
pay a high cost for fuel and as shortages 
continue. There is a need for recreational 
facilities close to the location of popula
tion centers. Historically, we have de
veloped magnificent national parks that 
are scattered around the country, but in 
many instances they have been distant 
from the population centers. In this btll 
we have attempted to address that prob
lem by giving strong support to the urban 
parks development. 

There will be an increase in timber 
cutting that will result from the in
creased funding. This is vital if we are 
to maintain accessibility to lumber at a 
reasonable cost to those who want to 
build. It will be helpful in reducing the 
infiationary growth of the costs in the 
building industry. 

The funding of the two SRC demon
stration plants is important. We have 
gone beyond just the R. & D. stage and 
said, "Let us get on with the program 
that will produce syntheti'c fuels," recog
nizing that down the road this becomes 
a very vital part of the fuel needs of this 
Nation. 

In terms of the Forest Service, there is 
a provision f'Or multiple use, again a rec
ognition that there is a growing need for 
the recreational aspects of forest lands. 

On balance, if you take the bill as a 
total it represents a good stewardship of 
a vi~ American resource, and that is the 
public lands. Most people do not realize 
that we have over 750 million acres of 
land that is owned by the U.S. Govern
ment. This represents one-third of all of 
the land in the United States, and this 
does not include the offshore areas that 
are under control of the U.S. Govern
ment, also. 

As we all recognize, land is growing 
tremendously in value. Land is an asset 
that is precious to all of us, and what we 
have tried to do in this bill is to manage 
the public lands wisely for the benefit of 
present users and also to preserve these 
assets for the future. 

I certainly commend to all of my col
leagues the support of the bill that is be
fore us today. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Washington <Mr. DicKs). 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, first of all 
I want to say that I commend the dis
tinguished chairma.n, the gentleman 
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from Illinois <Mr. YATEs), and the rank
ing minority member, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE), for 
the outstanding leadership they have 
provided on this bill. 

I think this bill in its totality is an 
outstanding piece of legislation that ad
dresses the natural resource problems of 
this country, it does much for our na
tional parks, and it funds and takes care 
of the critical problems facing our need 
to develop energy alternatives for our 
country. 

I have one small reservation about this 
bill which I have expressed to my two 
distinguished leaders on this committee, 
and that deals with the National Petro
leum Reserve of Alaska. 

The administration does not support 
funding included in this bill for next 
year's fiscal year 1980 budget of $141.5 
million to drill 5 additional wells as part 
of this project. 

Today we have already funded drtlling 
of 19 wells in Alaska. The administration 
says it is prepared now to present its view 
that we ought to go ahead and have pri
vate exploration 'and, thus, the expendi
ture of an additional $141.5 million sim
ply is not required. 

Now, that is Just the beginning. There 
is money in this bill for four wells for 
next year, and that might cost another 
$191 million, plus the eventual termina
tion cost of some $50 million, for a total 
expenditure of $381 million over the next 
2, 2 ¥2 years. 

Quite frankly, at a time when we can
not fund fully the Land and Water Con

.servation Fund of this country, at a time 
when we cannot fund the very important 

· Youth Conservation Corps program, I 
am hard pressed to rationalize or justify 
this kind of a massive expenditure for 
only five additional wells. 

I think it is time to turn over the Na
tional Petroleum Reserve of Alaska to 
the private sector so that we can get 
busy and develop the oil potential of this 
important area. 

I hope when we begin dealing with 
amendments my colleagues will pa v at
tention to an opportunity not to add to 
this bill, but to subtract from it, and to 
subtract from it in the two following fis
cal years. This is a chance to save the 
taxpayers of this country approximately 
$381 million. I think it is the right course 
of action. I intend, later on, to offer an 
amendment to that effect. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. BURG
ENER). 

01700 
Mr. BURGENER. I thank my colleague 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I 

rise in wholehearted support of this bill 
in its entirety. As a new member of the 
committee assigned for the first time this 
year to this committee, it has been a real 
privilege to serve with the chairman of 
the committee, the gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. YATEs), with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE) and 
all of the members of the subcommittee. 

I am pleased particularly that this bill 
addresses itself on the one hand to 
energy, to things that we must extract 

from the ground, for our economy and 
our lifestyle and our security, and on the 
other hand in the very same document 
it deals with the conservation and the 
management of our resources and our 
public lands and acquisition of more 
public lands and the protection of our 
great resources. It deals in a responsible 
manner with both great needs. 

So I think all in all it is an excellent 
document and a bill that should receive 
the overwhelming support of this com
mittee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
Ington <Mr. McCoRMACK) . 

Mr. McCORMACK. First, I congratu
late the chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Illinois, and the 
ranking minority member, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, for their efforts 
in preparing this very important bill. I 
am disappointed that the sche.:iule 
change bringing H.R. 4930 to the :floor 
for consideration today has made it im
possi-ble for me to offer an amendment 
which would have restored $159 milUon 
to the land and water conservation fund 
of the Heritage Conservation and Recre
ation Service. If the bill had been brought 
before the House in the orderly manner 
scheduled, I would have submitted an 
amendment. Such an initiative on my 
part is, of course, tmrealistic when the 
bill is presented so suddenly and ahead 
of schedule. 

A few words should be said about the 
history and public benefits of the land 
and water conservation fund. 

A special fund to acquire ·public park
lands and related recreation resources 
and to aid in the development of State. 
and local recreation resources was a 
central element of the report of the bi
partisan Federal Outdoor Recreation Re
sources Review Commission in 1962. The 
Land and Water Conservation Fimd Act 
was passed in 1965, again with strong 
bipartisan support. In the first 13 years 
of the fund some 22,000 State and local 
planning, acquisition and development 
projects have been undertaken with as
sistance from this program. Resources 
made available through the land and 
water conservation fund annually reach 
every State in the Union, the District of 
Columbia, and the territories through a 
population-based formula. From time to 
time since its original passage the Con
gress has recognized the constructive so
cial and environmental significance of 
the fund, and has increased authoriza
tion levels for the program consistent 
with escalating acquisition and construc
tion costs. In 1976 the Congress, by the 
overwhelming vote of 392 to 3 approved 
the present ceiling of $900 million. 

State and local projects are essentially 
selected by the respective State, with 
Federal overview; thus, there is a direct 
relationship between the perceived needs 
of the people and application of re
sources. 

Let me speak directly to a concern that 
I personally snare with most of the 
Members of Congress-fiscal responsibil
ity. If we were to look closely at every 
single program-Federal, &tate or 
other-the land and water conservation 
fund stands out as one of the Nation's 

more responsible and responsive, for sev
eral reasons: First. The Federal State 
matching ratio remains at 50 J:~ercent. 
Those familiar with Federal assistance 
will recognize that this is favorab1e to 
the Federal Government when compared 
to most other programs. While some 
users and potential users are concerned 
with this ratio, it remains one of the most 
conservative of all grants-in-aid pro
grams. 

Second. All of the long-term costs of 
project operation and maintenance are 
borne by State or local participants, 
They make that legal commitment when 
they receive the grant. The Federal Gov
ernment has no further obligation. 

Third. The program leverages signifi. 
cant amounts of local financial support; 
frequently more than five times as much 
as the Federal contribution. 

Fourth. Funds allocated to each State 
must be legally obligated within a 3-year 
period. While the demand is such that 
over 90 percent of the ftmds are obligated 
in the first year, the program allows 
State and local governments to more 
rationally plan and arrange for their 
fiscal contributions. 

Mr. Chairman, in the current situation 
of energy shortages and rapidly rising 
gasoline costs, visitor use of more close
to-home recreation and tourism resources 
has substantially increased, while use of 
more distant parks-accessible prin
cipally by au~has dropped substan
tially. This seems to me no time to be 
cutting back on quality recreation facili
ties which can be made available close to 
home for most people. 

I believe that the cuts made by the 
Appropriations Subcommittee, however 
well-intentioned they may have been, 
were 111-advised and unfortunate. I hope 
that they will be restored in the other 
body, and that the conferees on the 
House side will agree to adequate fund
ing for these programs, at least at the 
level requested by the administration. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen• 
tleman from Illinois. . 

Mr. YATES. I would like to assure the 
gentleman that the members of the sub
committee are as fully appreciative of 
the value of the land and water conser
vation fund as is our good friend from 
Washington. 

It was only the budgetary constraints 
in this bill which required us to make the 
reduction in the fund for this year. I 
would like to assure the gentleman that, 
except for those restrictions, we would 
not have made that cut. 

I would also like to assure the gentle
man that it is my anticipation that if 
the Senate does restore that part of 
that funding, that it will receive very 
serious and sympathetic consideration 
from this committee when the commit· 
tee goes to conference. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman has 
already answered the question I antici
pated asking him: If the other body does 
fund the program to the administration 
level, will he support it? 

Mr. YATES. Well, I do not think that 
any Member of the House likes to pre
condition his iOina lhto a conference. 
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but as I indicated to the gentleman, I 
anticipate the Senate may put addi
tional funds in, and as conferees, we 
will give that figure our very serious and 
sympathetic consideration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen
tleman. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Penn
sylvania has any sort of response. 

Mr. McDADE. Well, the land and 
water fund is a program we all support. 
You support it. I support it. Everybody 
here doe&. As the gentleman knows, tpis 
is a very difficult bill with which to deal. 
We are now over the. budget, far beyond 
our widest expectations because of the 
inadequate budget that was sent to us 
from downtown. 

I am not going to offer the gentleman 
a commitment. The land and water fund 
is a marvelous vehicle. We all regret the 
fact that it had to be cut. We will look 
to see what the Senate does and try to 
work out agreements. 

Of course, we all claim some partner
ship with the land and water fund. We 
all think it is a marvelous institution. 
We support it, and we intend to support 
it to the best of our abilities. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gentle
man. 

I would like to comment that I be
lieve that going over the budget as you 
have was a commendable thing to do. 
I have dealt with parts of this budget 
myself and very much agree with the 
gentleman that the programs were un
conscionably underfunded by the De
partment of Energy, in particular with 
which the gentleman was dealing. So in 
this case I think you are serving Ameri
ca well by providing the adequate fund
ing. 

Mr. McDADE. I thank my friend. I 
wa~t to assure him as well that I know 
that the chairman and I expected this 
bill to be on the fioor tomorrow so I 
just want to assure the gentlema~ that 
there was no effort on our part that this 
bill was called up for reasons that are 
beyond my knowledge, but we thought 
we were going to be on the fioor tomor
row. 

I want to assure the gentleman there 
was no effort to prevent him from hav
ing any full discussion about it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I completely un
derstand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington has ex
pired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
additional seconds to the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I was going to say 
that if the bill had been considered on 
Wednesday, I would have submitted the 
amendment. As it is, I will trust now to 
the gentleman's judgment and leader
ship. 

Mr. GINN. Mr. Chairman, I share the 
Member's deep concern about the com
mittee's recommendation on the land 
and water conservation fund. This pro
gram has, since it inception, been one of 
the most effective of all Federal pro
grams. The lay public strongly supports 
it and public officials responsible for gen
eral government and park system plan
ning and development hail its social and 
·environmental benefits. 

I submit for the RECORD, Mr. Chair
man, a table which shows, on a State-by
State basis, the difference between the 
administration's funding level and that 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope my col
leagues will, in the final aBalysts, report 
a bill which more closely resembles the 
administration's request. 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND ASSISTANCE :ro 
STATES, ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1980 APPORTIONMENTS 

state level Level Difference 

Alabama ___________ $5,907,571 $3,240,744 $2,666,827 
Alaska. ___ -- ---- -- 2, 841,988 1, 712,354 1, 129,634 
Arizona ______ ------ 4, 777, 3~5 2, 674, 188 2, 103, 1~ 
Arklftlsas_ ·-------- 4, 198,452 2, 392,677 1, 805,7 
Ca!ifornia _ --- ______ 26,396,943 13,396,780 13,000, 163 
Colorado. __ -- ______ 5, 224,978 2, 895,791 2, 329, 187 
Connecticut.----- __ 6, 049,593 3, 302,836 2, 746,757 
Delaware._-------- 3, 122,718 1, 851, 495 1, 271,223 Florida ____________ 11,477,293 5, 999,073 5, 478,220 
Georria ______ ------ 6, 975,666 3, 775,649 3, 200,017 
Hawaii_. __ ------ __ 3, 467, 163 2, 022,045 1, 445,118 Idaho _____________ 3, 071,018 1, 829,465 1, 241, 553 
Illinois. __ --------· 14,412,081 7, 461,872 6, 950,209 
Indiana. ___________ 7, 727,098 4, 145,420 3, 581,678 
Iowa ______________ 4, 778,450 2, 684,246 2, 094,204 
Kansas. ___ ------ __ 4, 446,773 2, 515,608 1, 931, 165 
Kentucky_--------- 5, 360,917 2, 973,054 2, 387,863 
Louisiana ____ ------ 6, 116,366 3, 344,388 2, 771,978 
Maine ___ ---------- 3, 327,690 1, 957,176 1, 370, 514 
Maryland ____ ---- __ 7,007,814 3, 780,464 3, 227,350 
Massachusetts ______ 9, 271, 172 4, 899,566 4, 371,606 
Michigan __________ 12,235,043 6, 379,939 5, 855, 104 
Minnesota _________ 6, 274,003 3, 422,649 2, 851,354 
Mississippi_ ________ 4, 206, 190 2, 400,052 1, 806, 138 
Missoun ___ -------- 7, 074,463 3, 822,052 3, 252,411 
Montana _______ --- 3, 068,448 1, 827,402 1, 241,046 
Nebraska __________ 3, 823,123 2, 203,709 1, 619, 414 
Nevada ________ -- __ 3, 168,891 1, 873,810 1, 295, 081 
New P.ampshire __ • _ 3, 248,993 1, 915,785 1, 333,208 
New Jersey ________ 10,850,325 5, 685,008 5, 165,317 
New Mexico ________ 3, 405,265 1, 995,691 1, 409, 574 
New York __________ 22,572, 906 11,507,838 11,065,068 
North Carolina ______ 7, 026,535 3, 807,072 3, 219,463 
North Dakota _______ 2, 989,589 1, 787,856 1, 201, 733 
Ohio ___ ----------- 13,843,893 7, 181,109 6, 662,784 
Oklahoma __________ 4, 964,609 2, 771,992 2, 192,617 
Ore~:on. - -------- -- 4, 656,059 2, 616,789 2, 039,270 
Pennsylvania _______ 15,055,276 7, 782,593 7, 272,683 
Rhode Island_ ------ 3, 606,292 2, 090,553 1, 515,739 
South Carolina _____ 4, 919,759 2, 751, 559 2, 168,200 
South Dakota ------ 2, 985,954 1, 786,696 1, 199,258 
Tennessee _________ 6, 477,826 3, 524,677 2, 953,149 
Texas_-------- ____ 15,222,471 7, 865, 932 7, 356, 539 
Utah_----------- __ 3, 798, 167 2, 186,742 1, 611,425 
Vermont_ __________ 2, 807,335 1, 697,308 1, 110,027 
Virg!nia __ __________ 7, 295, 492 3, S30, 936 3, 364,556 
Washington __ ------ 6, 074,830 3, 320,704 2, 754, 126 
West Virginia __ _____ 3, 940,823 2, 264,065 1, 676,758 
Wisconsin __________ 6, 787, 121 3, 680, 104 3, 107,017 
Wyoming ___ ------- 2, 750, 125 1, 668, 163 1, 081,962 
Di~trict of Columbia_ 1, 309,701 704,376 605,325 
Puerto Rico.------- 4, 659,282 2, 550,848 2, 108,434 
Virgin Islands ______ 103, 10!! 58,400 44,709 
Guam __ ----------- lll, 523 63, 166 48,357 
American Samoa ____ 34,489 19,534 14,955 
Contingency-------- 12,000,000 12,000,000 0 

TotaL ______ 359,307.000 200, 000, 000 159, 307, 000 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to sincerely commend the distin
guished gentleman from illinois, the 
chairman of this committee and the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, for the genuinely outstand
ing job that they did in putting this bill 
together. 

I want to note that this bill appropri
ates a modest $4 million to start imple
mentation of the Tribally-Controlled 
Community College Assistance Act of 
1978. 

In the report accompanying the bill, 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs is instructed 
to give priority in grants to academic 
institutions serving Indians which are 
already accredited, and to give "special 
consideration * * * to those institutions 
with financial difficulties which, without 

a grant, would be unable to operate dw:
ing the upcoming school year.'' 

Since institutions in this "special con
sideration" category are most in need of 
prompt action in making those gra:nts 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, I would 
like to propound a question to th~ dis
tinguished chairman of the subcommu~ 
tee (Mr. YATES) : 

I understand that the Burea» of In
dian Affairs has already conducte~ some 
preliminary feasibility study work under 
contract in order to implement the 
Tribally-Controlled Community College 
Assistance Act when it was funded by. 
an appropriation. 

In fact, the College of Ganado, as one 
example, was the subject of two separate 
visitations by the B~A col;} tractorS; earlier 
this year. 

As you know the fiscal- year starts in 
October, the school year in September. 

Owing to the short period of time 
remaining to consider and approve grants 
for those fi:1ancially threatened institu
tions, eligible for support under the com
mittee's "special consideration'' cate
gory, is it the intention of the commit
tee that the BIA will satisfy the law by 
utilizing the preliminary feasibility study 
work, already conducted, in order to get 
funds approved for these eligible institu
tions promptly? This is necessary so that 
they will know their circumstances and 
be able to count on support at the begin
ning of the academic year. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tilinois. 

Mr. YATES. It is my understanding 
the law requires feasibility studies. It is 
my understanding that studies that have 
been partially made, and when com
pleted, should satisfy the requirements 
of the law. 

Mr. RUDD. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. RUDD. I yield to the gentleman 

from PeiU".sylvania. 
Mr. McDADE. I want to commend my 

friend for bringing this matter to our 
attention. I share the views expressed by 
my friend from Tilinois. The gentleman 
can be assured we will do our very best 
to work with him. 

Mr. RUDD. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota (Mr. 0BERSTAR) . 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, when 
I came before the Subcommittee on Inte
rior of the Committee on Appropriations 
in May, I said to our colleagues that 
the time has come to pay the piper on 
the matter of the Boundary Water Canoe 
Area Act of 1978. The House last year 
promised the people of northern Minne
sota that in exchange for converting the 
BWCA into total wilderness, the House 
would provide funding for programs to 
ease the economic burden caused by im
posing virtual total wilderness status on 
the area. 

This House gave final approval to the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilder
ness Act of 1978 in the last hours of the 
95th Congress. 

I opposed the legislation because I felt 
it was not in the best interests of the 
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people I represent in the House. While 
I supported the termination of logging 
and mining in the Boundary Waters, I 
could not support the extensive restric
tions that legislation imposed on existing 
motor use of the area. 

The Congress, however, determined 
that the restrictions were in the national 
interest. Those restrictions are now law. 

In enacting those restrictions, the Con
gress recognized the impact they would 
have on the economy and the way of life 
of the people of the rural area surround
ing the Boundary Waters Canoe Area, 
and included programs to mitigate that 
impact in Public Law 95-495. 

That law specifically recognizes that 
our economy in northern Minnesota is 
heavily dependent on timber-harvesting 
and a recreational/tourism economy 
which consists of small, locally owned 
and operated businesses. 

Northeastern Minnesota needs pro
grams designed to help individual busi
nesses adjust to the restrictions imposed 
on the use of the BWCA, to help the small 
communities and the region adjust to 
the changes imposed by the law, and to 
replace the lost timber yield of the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area. 

Congress made a commitment to the 
people of my district to ease the adverse 
economic impact of the conversion to 
wilderness. Many of my colleagues in the 
House relied upon that commitment in 
voting for this legislation during the 95th 
Congress. They felt the people would be 
well cared for, economically, under the 
new law. 

To the people I represent, the miti
gating programs of economic adjustment 
are just as integral to the law as the 
restrictions. 

To the private citizen in Minnesota, the 
difference between authorization and ap
propriation means little, if anything. 

I speak not just of those who opposed 
restrictions, but for Minnesotans of all 
opinions on the BWCA issue. Full appro
priations have been endorsed by not only 
the people of the area but by the advo
cates of total wilderness as well-includ
ing the Friends of the Boundary Waters 
Wilderness. 

Our Minnesota congressional delega
tion stands united behind the appropri
ation of funds for the programs author
ized under Public Law 95-495. 

0 1710 
The Appropriations Committee has 

done a commendable job on a bipartisan 
basis in providing those promised funds. 
I want to thank the chairman of the 
subcommittee, Mr. YATEs, for his dili
gence in putting up with the numerous 
meetings I have had with him and re
quests and pleas that I have made to 
him and to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania <Mr. McDADE) the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee, 
and the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
REGULA). They have spent a considerable 
amount of time helping work out fund
ing for the programs that are so needed 
to do justice to the people of northeast
ern Minnesota. 

The committee has recommended $10,-
891,000 in direct appropriations and $3,
ooo,ooo from the Land and Water Con-

servation funds for the purchase of re
sorts as provided in section 5 of Public 
Law 95-495. 

In recommending $13.9 million, the 
Appropriations Committee added $3.3 
million to the administration fiscal year 
1980 budget request. I commend the com
mittee for this addition. As the report 
to accompany the bill notes, the com
mittee did not feel the administration 
request was adequate. The report under
states the deficiency of the administra
tion budget request. 

The entire Minnesota congressional 
delegation requested and continues to 
support an appropriation of $17.4 mil
lion. The Forest Service has developed 
a program for implementing the law 
which would require that appropriation. 

While the Appropriations Committee 
did not fund our full request, it made 
additions to the administration budget 
in the most critical areas and provides 
full funding for the State of Minnesota's 
intensive forest management program 
and for assistance under section 19 to 
resorters and outfitters impacted by the 
law. 

During the coming fiscal year, the For
est Service should use appropriated but 
unobligated funds for BWCA programs 
in addition to the specific appropriation. 

The issues of timber and of recrea
tional trails construction are two com
ponents of the committee recommenda
tion that raise a question. The commit
tee has provided substantial funding 
above the rather penurious request made 
by the administration, but left a gap 
between what I proposed and what was 
actually appropriated by the commit
tee for timber haul and access roads to 
actually go into the areas of the Supe
rior National Forest outside of the Boun
dary Waters Canoe Area and harvest 
the timber that is available. The chair
man has advised me funds could be made 
available if the Superior National For
est were to request those funds from the 
U.S. Forest Service national appropria
tion beyond the special BWCA funds, 
and I refer to the additional $88 million 
increase the committee has provided for 
the Forest Service. I wonder if the chair
man could amplify on that. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the chair
man of the subcommittee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I would 
certainly be of the opinion that the funds 
we have made available to the Forest 
Service for all programs that make up 
the Forest Service would be available to 
the Superior National Forest as well, and 
that the funds that we have itemized 
specifically for carrying out the agree
ment for the Boundary Water Canoe 
Area of the Forest Service would cer-· 
tainly not limit the application of fund
ing to that area. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I want to thank the 
chairman for that elaboration. The For
est Service then is not limited to those 
specifically mentioned funds, but can 
draw upon the additional increase pro
vided by the committee? That will be so 
important to northeastern Minnesota. I 
must say that with these funds and those 
approved by the House in the Agriculture 

Appropriations bill for direct loons to 
small businesses, we are beginning to 
meet the commitment made to the peo
ple of Minnesota. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. YATES. I yield the gentleman 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I also want to thank 
the gentleman for his consideration of 
the peat gasification program, which 
means so much to northeastern Minne
sota and the whole country. Minnesota 
has about half of the Nation's reserves 
of peat. The peat gasification work that 
will continue under the $6.7 million rec
ommended by this committee will be 
enormously significant to the Nation's 
energy program. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. CLAU
SEN). 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, the In
terior appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1980 is a comprehensive and meaningful 
bill deserving of our fullest support. 

I would like to applaud my colleagues 
on the House Appropriations Committee 
for their willingness to address a number 
of key issues in a realistic and responsible 
fashion. 

I am particularly grateful to the dis
tinguished chairman of the Interior Sub
committee, the gentleman from Dlinois 
<Mr. YATES), for the opportunity he af
forded me to have direct input in the de
velopment of this legislation from its 
earliest stages. The open fashion in 
which his subcommittee considered the 
bill permitted me the opportunity to ad
dress a number of key issues affecting the 
management of our public lands, the 
conservation of our natural resources, 
our efforts to achieve energy independ
ence and the educational and health 
needs of our Native Americans. 

In submitting its budget request 
earlier this year, the administration 
chose a different set of priorities. The 
changes the committee has made to re
establish priorities which we in the Con
gress believe represent a sound invest
ment in our natural resources. Dollars 
spent wisely and cautiously today to de
velop renewable resources will greatly in
crease the strength and wealth of our 
Nation. 

The bill provides funding for a number 
of programs of particular significance to 
the north coast of California. Of par
ticular note is the recognition given to 
the reforestation needs on our national 
forests. The bill provides the funding 
necessary to implement a more effective 
reforestation effort. For many years, we 
have sought to increase the dollars avail
able for this work and I am pleased to be 
a part of this effort. 

The budget recommended for the For
est Service will give them the tools they 
need to do the kind of job we expect of 
them and will allow us to protect the val
uable investment we hold in our forests. 

At the same time, the bill provides 
funding which will permit the U.S. Forest 
Service to increase timber sales to 12.2 
billion board feet in fiscal year 1980 in 
line with the President's recommenda
tions made on June 11. 
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I support the administration's efforts 

to increase timber supplies as a means of 
holding down housing costs and reduc
ing inflation. The increase in the allow
able cut on our public lands will be bal
lanced by our increased reforestation 
program, sound wildlife management, 
soil protection and water quality 
enhancement. 

Another item of great importance to 
northern California is the payments-in 
lieu-of-taxes program administered by 
the Department of the Interior. As 
originally setup by those of us on the 
authorizing committee, the payments go 
to our counties to help offset the loss in 
revenue associated with public owner
ship of land. I applaud the willingness 
of my colleagues on the Appropriations 
Committee to provide adequate funding 
for the program and I support their in
terest in insuring the most accurate and 
up-to-date information on which the 
Department bases its payments each 
year. 

Another issue of concern oo all rural 
areas such as our north coast is the 
animal damage control program admin
istered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The bill maintains the 1979 
funding level for the on-the-ground 
portion of the program. This ongoing 
program has a direct impact on the 
ability of our ranchers and farmers to 
minimize losses to predators and can 
often mean the difference between stay
ing in business and going under. 

In addition, the budget for the Fish 
and Wildlife Service contains funding 
for a propagation program for the en
dangered California condor. Many of 
my constituents have worked hard to 
protect this species and I commend the 
committee for moving ahead in this 
area. 

Funds provided in the bill will also 
fnance the construction and rehabilita
tion of fish hatcheries and wildlife ref
uges giving us the means of preservnig 
and enhancing our anadromous fish 
resources. 

We are in the process of initiating a 
major effort in northern California for 
the revitalization of anadromous fish 
habitat through watershed protection 
and stream improvements. The program 
funded under this legislation coincides 
with our ongoing efforts and increases 
our ability to meet our goals. 

Our energy needs are also addressed 
in this legislation. The committee has 
rightfully stated our need to face up to 
the threats to our security imposed on us 
by the OPEC oil cartel. Critical research 
and development goals and major con
servation initiatives are set forth in the 
bill. 

As a major energy consumer, the Fed
eral Government is being called upon to 
foster greater conservation in its oWn 
facllities. The Department of Energy is 
also directed to undertake an aggressive 
fuel savings program by developing wood 
energy as a safe, economical, and en
vironmentally acceptable alternative 
energy source. 

The action being taken by the House 
today also closely coincides with previous 
action taken to develop a synthetic 
fuels program. A meaningful energy 
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package would be incomplete without 
addressing this energy source. 

The committee has given careful con
sideration to all the facts and details 
made available to them by more than 
40 days of hearings and countless wit
nesses. I believe the end product of their 
work is a balanced and responsive bill. 
I urge my colleagues to support its 
passage. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Maryland <Mr. BAUMAN). 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to express my appreciation to the mem
bers of the Subcommittee on Interior 
Appropriations for their favorable con
sideration of my request to include fund
ing the acquisition and reconstruction 
of the Thomas Stone National Historic 
Site which is located in my district in 
Charles County, Md. Last year my 
amendment to the omnibus national 
parks bill authorized the Park Service 
to proceed to acquire this historic build
ing, but no funds were provided in the 
President's budget this year to carry out 
this project. 

Through the wisdom of the subcom
mittee and with the guidance of the 
gentleman from lllinois <Mr. YATES) and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
McDADE) , the full funding for this 
worthwhile project has been included in 
the bill. I know that the citizens of Mary
land, particularly those in Charles Coun
ty, the members of the Maryland His
torical Trust, and those interested in 
historic preservation will applaud this 
action as I do. 

Mr. Chairman, I would again remind 
the House that located only a scant 25 
miles from Washington, D.C., the 
Thomas Stone site will be within easy 
access to the many hundreds of thou
sands of citizens who would enjoy seeing 
an authentic working colonial planta
tion whi:h has as its major feature a 
home unique in its architecture. On the 
grounds are buried Thomas Stone, one 
of Maryland's four signers of the Dec
laration of Independence and a leader in 
our colonial history, and many of his 
family. 

I am informed by officials of the Na
tional Park Service that with this 
funding they will be ready to proceed to 
immediate acquisition and eventual res
toration and I again thank the com
mittee for making this progress possible. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, this is the bill that Mr. Kirwan, 
that great old gentleman from Ohio, the 
former chairman of this subcommittee, 
used to call the bill for all America. 

It goes without saying that I support 
this bill. I want only a few moments to 
tell the House what I think of the chair
man of this committee and his work. 
Most of us come to the House represent
ing a fairly narrow congressional dis
trict, and we bring with us parochial 
views which reflect that constituency. 

Our chairman, Mr. YATES, may have 
had those characteristics at one time; I 
do not know. But I do know that during 
the period of time that I have served 

with him on this committee his attitudes 
and his actions have been characterized 
by the converse of parochialism. His 
views are most cosmopolitan; whether 
the subject matter is art or trees, the en
vironment or the economy, energy or 
antiquities, the chairman displays the 
empathy and the understanding of the 
Nation's problems that characterized his 
understanding of international problems 
during his service at the United Nations. 
He has been a great chairman, and he 
is a great Member of this body, and he 
has produced another bill that we can 
truly call a bill for all America. 

Mr. YATES. Would the gentleman like 
another 10 minutes to continue? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Kansas <Mr. GLicK
MAN). 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
difficult to follow up on what the gen
tleman from Oregon has just said. 

I would ask the gentleman from 
lllinois <Mr. YATES) if he might clarify 
something in the committee report on 
page 100. It indicates there is approxi
mately $40,000 appropriated for the 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial 
Commission. As a former leader of my 
party, I naturally want to commemorate 
him. But a couple of my constituents 
notified me that in front of the Archives 
there is a memorial and it quotes the 
former President as saying "If any me
morial is erected to me, I know exactly 
what I want it to be. I should like it to 
consist of a block about ~he size of this 
(putting his hand on his desk) and 
placed in the center of that green plot in 
front of the Archives Building. I do not 
care what it is made of, whether lime
stone of granite, or whatnot, but I want 
it plain without any ornamentation but 
the simple carving 'In memory of --.' " 

Mr. Chairman, on April 12, 1965, 20 
years after the death of the former 
President, that memorial was placed in 
front of the Archives. So I would ask 
the chairman what is the purpose of the 
Memorial Commission and how long has 
it been appropriated, and what does the 
chairman expect to come out of it? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the chair
man. 

Mr. YATES. The Memorial Commis
sion is in existence pursuant to legisla
tion passed by the Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 a.dditional minute. 

The Commission has been laboring 
year after year to produce a monument 
that will satisfy not only the memory of 
the great President, but also the tastes 
and the esthetics of the various groups 
and bodies that have to approve that me
morial. I would say to the gentleman 
that earlier this year the Franklin D. 
Roosevelt Memorial Commission pro
posed a plan that would have cost in the 
neighborhood of $46 million to $50 mil
lion, but it was made clear to those who 
proposed the plan that while it may have 
been esthetically desirable it was not 
economically attractive and so funds to 
construct that design were rejected. 



21324 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 30, 1979 
May I say to the gentleman the Com

mission is still in operation because the 
legislation is still in operation, still in 
force and effect and the Commission is 
working. The funds we have appropriated 
pay only the minimum expenses for 
keeping the Commission in existence. 

0 1720 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from South Dakota <Mr. 
0ASCHLE). 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chainnan, I want 
to associate myself with the comments 
made by the gentleman from Washing
ton <Mr. McCoRMACK) earlier in the 
colloquy this afternoon. In addition, I 
feel that the gentleman from Oregon 
certainly hit the nail on the head in 
addressing, I think with some eloquence, 
the tremendous accomplishments of the 
chairman of the committee in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to bring 
to the attention of my colleagues the 
recommendation of the Interior Com
mittee regarding the land and water con
servation fund. 

I feel that the committee's recom
mendation of $200 million for the State/ 
local portion of this fund is terribly in
adequate. This funding is essential for 
State and local park and recreation pro
grams for the acquisition and develop
ment of park projects. I know of several 
instances where these funds enabled a 
park project to be built where it other
wise would not have been possible. 

The committee approved $447,059,000 
for the land and water conservation 
fund, $162,941,000 below the adminis
tration's $610 million request. Under this 
proposal $200 million would be available 
for grants to State and local govern
ments, and $6.693 million would go for 
HCRS administrative costs. The commit
tee's action represents a reduction of 
about $150 million in the administra
tion's recommended funding for State 
and local grants. If this reduction is 
sustained in further appropriation ac
tions each State share would be reduced 
by about 45 percent below the current 
fiscal year. South Dakota will be reduced 
from $2.99 million to $1.79 million. 

In this period of energy shortages it 
has become essential that recreational 
facilities are available to people within 
their community. The reduction in fund
ing for this program would seriously 
curtail the development of local facili
ties. Therefore, I ask the conferees to 
strongly consider the restoration of $159 
million for this program. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chainnan, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. OTTINGER). 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chainnan, I take 
this time to congratulate my colleague 
from Dltnois <Mr. YATES) and the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE) 
for the excellent job that they have done 
in the field of energy, particularly as it 
concerns my subcommittee. I had sent 
out a "Dear Colleague" letter, together 
with the ranking minority member on 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. FisH), the gentleman 
from Iowa <Mr. HARKIN), and the gentle
man from California <Mr. BROWN) 

expressing some concerns about where 
more funds could be used very advan
tageously to advance energy efficiency, 

particularly for more efficient auto
mobile engines, industrial efficiency, 
cogeneration, conversion of waste to 
energy, and appropriate technology. 

I am pleased to report that the gentle
man from Dlinois and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania agreed to go a· sub
stantial way in meeting those concerns 
and will offer an amendment to expand 
the conservation appropriation in this 
area. Unfortunately we were not able to 
come to agreement on appropriate tech
nology, and there will be an amendment 
offered which shows great promise. 

This bill recognizes the importance of 
balancing energy production and energy 
conservation. Though I am concerned 
about the impacts of an excessive syn
thetic fuels program, it is definitely time 
to move ahead in this area. 

The chairman and members of the 
committee have done a generally fine job 
with respect to this bill, and I am very 
pleased to give them my wholehearted 
support. 

The July 23, 1979, "Dear Colleague" 
letter follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D .C., July 23, 1979. 

Subject: Interior Appropriations Floor 
Amendment. 

DEAR CoLLEAGUE: There is e. source of en
ergy that produces no waste, nothing in the 
way o! petro dollars, reduces pollution and 
directly benefits the user be they individ
uals, companies or communities. It is also 
much cheaper than imported oil or domestic 
synthetic fuels. Unhappily this energy source 
has not received the attention it deserves. 
The source might be called improved en
ergy efficiency, but more commonly it is 
known as conservation technology. 

We are deeply concerned that in addition 
to the Department of Energy the Appropria
tions Committee has not recognized the pri
ority this program merits. The reported con
servations appropriations are far from that 
considered necessary to meet the President's 
short term energy goals 1 

Because o! this situation we plan to sup
port a floor amendment which will increase 
the interior and related agencies appropria
tion by $70.2 million. 

The increase is shown by specific project 
on the reverse side o! this letter. 

Should you be unfamiliar with the merits 
o! these increases we have summarized them 
below: 

Transportation energy research, plus $20.9 
million. 

More efficient automobile engines !or im
proved mileage and fuel flexib111ty including 
alcohol. 

Industrial emciency and cogeneration, plus 
$14.5 milllon. 

By the year 2000 the expected payoff o! 
these additional projects wlll be a 1.6% re
duction in energy demand equivalent to $3.2 
bill1on a year. 

Conversion o! waste to energy, plus $23.3 
milllon. 

I! the energy in waste were recovered it 
could provide an additional two quadr1llion 
BTU's of energy by 1985 which is equivalent 
to 13.4 billlon automobile miles. 

Appropriate technology, plus $11.5 mllllon. 
The one federal energy program whlch 

supports energy innovations proposed by in
dividuals. Two-thirds ot the evaluated good 
ideas will be dropped because ot inadequate 
funding. 

We thank you for your interest and would 
appreciate your support. 

ToM HARKIN, M.C. 
GEORGE E. BROWN, Jr., M.C. 
RICHARD L. OTTINGER, M.C. 
HAMILTON FISH, Jr., M.C. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Ml'. WEAVER) . 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
my colleague from Oregon, BoB DUNCAN, 
as to the great leadership that Chainnan 
SID YATES has given this committee. I 
also want to say that the ranking mi
nority member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. McDADE) has stead
fastly given leadership in this committee 
in the path that is a very right and good 
one. 

I want to thank both of these gentle
men and all members of the committee 
for what they have done for the forestry 
community, for the Forest Service, and 
for the funding of this great national 
agency which manages our great na
tional forests. 

I also would like to infonn the Mem
bers of the House that I will be offering 
two amendments, however, to the bill. 
One is to strike $1.5 billion for synfuels, 
and the other amendment is to strike $18 
m111ion for synfuels and add it to refor
estation and slash energy from our 
forests. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support an amendment to H.R. 4930 
which will allow an extremely promising 
energy option to be funded at an appro
priate level. This amendment will pro
vide $5 million for the loan guarantee 
program for constructing municipal 
waste-to-energy demonstration facili
ties. The municipal waste-to-energy pro
gram offers the potential for making fuel 
out of waste materials which otherwise 
would be discarded, and at the same time 
contributing to meeting our future ener
gy needs. Our Nation can obtain 2 quads 
of energy from this resource by 1985, 
enough to provide an additional 1,000,-
000 barrels of oil per day. 

Driven by the increasing demand for 
disposal sites to dump the waste gener
ated by our cities, as well as by the need 
for cheap, domestic sources of energy, 
our Nation has become increasingly 
aware of the promise of "trash power." 
Waste materials from cities represent a 
large resource of energy, and I believe 
that we would be remiss if we did not 
expedite the building of additional fa
cilities that can put this resource to use. 

I was deeply disappointed to see that 
the Administrations Committee has not 
recommended any funding for the loan 
guarantee program. Consequently, I am 
afraid that the committee has over
looked a strong tool that can help us tap 
the promising energy contribution which 
can be made by the municipal waste-to
energy program. Substantial progress 
has been made in the loan guarantee 
program, and the regulations for this 
program have now been finalized andre
leased. As a result, I think the program 
has reached the stage where funds 
should be provided for actual loan guar
antees for the construction of demon
stration facilities. 

Many municipalities cannot afford to 
construct municipal waste-to-energy 
plants by themselves. We must find ways 
to help these municipalities take ad
vantage now of the energy potential of 
urban wastes. Several municipalities 
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have already expressed much interest in 
the municipal waste-to-energy program, 
and are anxiously awaiting the time 
when they can apply for Federal loan 
guarantees. In fact, as many as 30 to 
40 communities would probably apply for 
loan guarantees if funding were availa
ble now. On numerous occasions my staff 
has been contacted by various executives 
as to when loan guarantee budget au
thority would become available. Without 
this authority, I am afraid that munici
palities will not press forward at the 
present time with the construction of 
these facilities. 

We can produce substantial amounts 
of energy from this resource in the im
mediate future if we permit Federal loan 
guarantees for the construction of fa
cilities to convert municipal waste-to
energy. In its authorization bill for fis
cal year 1980, the Committee on Science 
and Technology has recognized this fact, 
and has authorized over $10 million for 
the loan guarantee program. We need 
money in the Federal Treasury account 
now in order to underwrite the $300 mil
lion in budget authority provided for the 
program. Otherwise, no bank will accept 
at the present time any Federal loan 
guarantee as valid. Our energy shortage 
is a national problem and the solution 
should not be an expense solely on any 
one municipality. 

Mr. Chairman, the facts about this 
program indicate that this is an invest
ment that we should not reject. For this 
reason, I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 
e Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Chairman, while 
I support this legislation, I am greatly 
disturbed by the cut of $160 million from 
the land and water conservation fund. 
This cut represents a 45-percent reduc
tion in funds for this program; and yet 
there is not one objection that has been 
raised as to the value of this program for 
our cities and States. All States will be 
affected by this cut. The reason given for 
the cut was budget constraints. 

I am sure we all agree that the budget 
does need some trimming, but not at the 
expense of programs such as those under 
the land and water conservation fund. 

I hope that this action today does not 
set a precedent for further cuts in this 
important program. Should the House 
again have the opportunities-through a 
supplemental appropriation or in the 
fiscal year 1981 budget to consider this 
program, that we calmly and collec
tively explore the merits of the program. 
I trust that this study will lead to a 
restoration of full funding for this 
program.e 
• Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 4930, the Interior and 
related agencies appropriations bill for 
fiscal year 1980. This was my first time 
sitting as a member of this subcommittee 
and it was a great pleasure for me to 
work with the very distinguished chair
man (Mr. YATES) and ranking minority 
member <Mr. McDADE) and indeed with 
all of the members of the subcommittee. 
This is a very able and dedicated sub
committee. 

This particular appropriations bill cov
ers a broad range of Federal programs 
which are of interest to every American. 

Included in this bill are funds for the 
preservation and restoration of millions 
of acres of forest and rangeland, funds 
for national parks and local recreation 
projects; for wildlife preservation; for 
assistance to Indian tribes and to the ter
ritories; funds for the continuation and 
extension of our cultural programs and 
funds for a myriad of fossil fuel develop
ment and energy conservation programs. 

I think I can say without any exag
geration that this bill provides funds to 
continue and initiate programs that are 
of immediate and vital concern to the 
economic growth and stability of this 
country. 

Dramatic increases in funding are re
quired for a number of energy programs 
so that we may develop our domestic en
ergy capacity. We are going to move 
ahead with a synthetic fuels industry in 
this country. It is long overdue. This bill 
provides $1.5 •billion for synthetic fuels 
development but I would encourage all 
of my colleagues to take the time to read 
the additional views included in the re
port. We have the technology to produce 
synthetic fuels. We know from just our 
most recent experiences that our depend
ence on OPEC oil is such that even a 
minor disruption can cause chaos in the 
country. We are going to develop a syn
thetic fuels industry in order to control 
our own destiny. We must recognize that 
the issue we face is independence from 
OPEC. Yes; it is going to cost a lot of 
money but what price should be con
sidered too great to insure the security 
and continued economic prosperity of 
this Nation? 

And if we look askance at cost esti
mates of $25 to $40 a barrel for different 
types of synthetic fuels, we would do well 
to note the recent Joint Economic Com
mittee report which indicated that when 
we consider the indirect costs of paying 
for imported OPEC oil, the cost of that 
OPEC oil is actually $90 a barrel. 

I would also commend to my col
leagues' attention the committee's action 
in including in this bill $141.5 million not 
requested by the administration for con
tinued exploration activities on the na
tional petroleum reserve in Alaska. The 
reserve is one of the few remaining unex
plored onshore areas in the United 
States with potential for a significant 
discovery of oil. Even if the administra
tion is serious about-turning the reserve 
over to private drilling and exploration, I 
do r..ot think it is wise for us to discon
tinue all exploration activities for the 2 
to 6 years it might take to gear up for 
private industry exploration. 

Several weeks ago this House rejected 
by an overwhelming margin an admin
istration deferral request pertaining to 
exploration of the reserve in fiscal year 
1979. I trust the sentiment of the House 
has not changed. 

This bill also contains increased fund
ing for reforestation. I strongly support 
the committee's efforts to eliminate the 
reforestation backlog and believe tha-t 
this will become of increasing impor
tance to the Nation. 

Finally, I would like to say that even as 
we attempt to address our massive en
ergy needs while protecting as best we 
can our natural resources, we remain 

aware that inflation is a serious problem 
that we cannot neglect. Holding the line 
on Government spending is critical to our 
efforts to contain inflation. We have gone 
over the budget in this bill in several 
areas which we felt were of absolute 
necessity to the well-being of this coun
try. We did make some program cuts, 
moot notably in the State grant portion 
of the land and water conservation fund. 
These were not easy decisions but they 
were necessary. 

We have tried through this bill to pro
vide the funds necessary to build our 
energy capacity while keeping in mind 
the need for budgetary restraint to con
trol inflation. I ask my colleagues to keep 
this in mind when amendments are of
fered later to increase funding for cer
tain programs. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a well balanced 
bill and I am pleased to support it.e 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk proceeded to read title I. 
Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be read by title, and that title I 
be considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKS 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

(The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 

EXPLORATION OF NATIONAL PETROLEUM 
RESERVE IN ALASKA 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
provisions of section 104 or Publlc Law 94-
258, $145,927,000, to remain avallable untll 
expended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DicKs: At page 

15, llne 35, strike llne 15, beginning with the 
word "EXPLORATION"; all o! llne 16; all o! Une 
17; all o! llne 18; and all o! llne 19, ending 
with the word "expended". 

(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise with 
an amendment today to strike $141.5 mil
lion in this budget which is earmarked 
for the national petroleum reserve in 
'Alaska for drilling five additional wells. 
Now, in offering this amendment I must 
say that I took some time to investigate 
this program. Up to this point, in the na
tional petroleum reserve of Alaska we 
are already drilling 19 wells. We have 
more drilling information about this area 
than we have had for almost any other 
area that we have leased and developed 
in the history of this country. 

What is in this budget for next year is 
money for five additional wells, and also 
money to drill four in the following year. 
What is that going to cost the American 
taxpayers? It is going to cost the Amer
ican taxpayers potentially another $190 
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million plus the $141.5 million I pre
viously mentioned. Then, in the following 
year, to terminate the drilling program 
we would have to spend an additional $50 
million, for a total of somewhere around 
$381 million of taxpayers' money. 

Now, I am just as concerned as anyone 
is about trying to do something about the 
energy problems of this country. I think 
the best way to do it is to let the private 
sector take over this project as soon as it 
can. I am told by the Department of the 
Interior that they are going to come to 
the Congress asking that we approve pri
vate exploration in the national petro
leum reserve of Alaska, and they are go
ing to forward legislation to that effect. 

In my judgment, that is the way to 
proceed. We can do that; let the private 
sector invest the money necessary for 
exploration. It will not just be the kind of 
exploration we are doing here, which is 
very minimal. It will be complete com
mercia! exploration which I think makes 
a lot more sense, and can save us over 
this next 3 years the amount I have men
tioned, some $381 million. 

I would also like to mention that the 
drilling we are doing is not likely to de
termine whether this is really a commer
cial quantity of oil available. This is 
merely just to do exploratory drilling in 
various areas of the Reserve. The re
source assessment based on the 19 wells 
to be drilled through 1979, plus the 11,000 
miles of geophysical data which has al
ready been gathered, I think is adequate 
to do the job. I do not think we need to 
invest this additional amount of public 
money. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to say that I have been deeply 
concerned about several programs in this 
budget that have not been funded suffi
ciently. One is the land and water con
servation fund , and the other is the 
Youth Conservation Corps. I just ask this 
question to all the members of the com
mittee: Are our priorities correct? 
Should we not at this time be giving full 
funding to the Youth Conservation Corps 
instead of funding it at less than half its 
authorized rate; and should we not be 
doing more for the land and water con
servation fund, which is $159 million 
short of its authorized level? These are 
programs that affect all Americans in 
this country, and provide jobs for our 
young people, and make it possible for 
people to go out into the parks. Instead 
of that, we are going to be spending $141 
million. Five million dollars of the tax
payers' money to drill five wells, five wells 
that are not even of a commercial 
quality. 

0 1730 
So I say it is time to stop this program. 

It is time to let the private sector develop 
these oil wells, and it is time to take that 
additional money and use it for the 
Youth Conservation Corps and the land 
and water conservation fund. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

How long have we been in this program 
of trying to develop oil in Alaska and 
drilling wells? Does the gentleman know? 

Mr. DICKS. I have got the figures here 
in the back of my work. As I recall, we 
have been drilling up there for the last 4 
to 5 years, since 1974. 

Mr. VOLKMER. It has been several 
years? 

Mr. DICKS. Yes. We will have 19 wells 
by the end of this fiscal year that will 
have been drilled, which will give us a 
sizable amount of information. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Are these for oil or gas, 
or neither? 

Mr. DICKS. They are taking samples 
on both accounts . We have had five core 
samples that I am told have very good 
commercial prospects. This is not a com
mercial-type well; it is really core drill
ing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. VoLKMER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DicKs was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. DICKS. As I was saying, they are 
doing core samples, and, as I understand 
it, five of these core samples are very, 
very promising. The Department of the 
Interior says that they have got all the 
information they need. We do not need to 
spend another $141.5 million of the tax
payers' money to drill five more unneces
sary wells. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Because they have al
ready done enough drilling to determine 
the necessary information. 

Mr. DICKS. That is right. And next 
year we will do another four at approxi
mately $160 million to $190 million, plus 
$50 million in termination costs. That is 
$381 million of the taxpayers' money that 
I think can be better spent on parks and 
on the Youth Conservation Corps and 
other priority needs in this bill. That 
is why I, frankly, feel we are making a 
very serious mistake in continuing this 
program. The Department of the Interior 
is operating the program, and they do not 
even want the money. So I do not see why 
we should continue it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Washington's amendment, although it 
sounds admirable to the taxpayer, is defi
nitely out of tune and time with the situ
ation we are faced with in these great 
United States today, and that is the 
shortage of oil. 

Less than 3 months ago the gentleman 
voted on this floor to lock up approxi
mately 65 percent of the known oil re
sources in Alaska under the guise of pro
tecting the environment, and not let it 
be available to the people of the Lower 
48 as we are going to need it. Now we 
have the gen tleman from Washington 
(Mr. DicKs) trying to delete the money 
in this budget supposedly to save the 
taxpayers' dollars. But let us look at the 
facts . The gentleman is talking about 
saving possibly $350 million, supposedly 
saving that much money if it is cut from 
the budget. But in reality, with the at
titude of the Secretary of the Interior, 
they have been fighting this all the way 
along the line, trying to stop further 

exploratory work in these 23.5 million 
acres of land. 

The fact is the good chairman had to 
come down with the resolution requiring 
them to spend the money in this year's 
budget, and they have stood before our 
committee and said-the Committee on 
the Interior-"we are going to come 
down with a plan." That plan is overdue 
today, supposedly for private develop
ment, and which I support. I support it 
wholeheartedly, but in fact they are not 
going to come down with that plan. If 
they do, it is going to be 5 or 6 years 
from now, and I say the committee, my 
good chairman, came down with a sound 
investment of American dollars to make 
sure after this plan is brought into frui
tion that we continue to gain the knowl
edge that we need when they do open 
it up for competitive bidding, and I say 
that the taxpayers will be reimbursed 
tenfold over what they will have if they 
have to bid in the dark. 

A case in point is the field in Alaska, 
Prudhoe Bay, raised $1 billion because 
there had been some exploratory work 
done in the Prudhoe Bay area. This, Mr. 
Chairman, is why that went so high. I 
have information on the wells that have 
been drilled. Contrary to what the De
partment of the Interior is saying, the 
core samples are very promising. The 
company doing the drilling, Husky Oil, 
has told me privately off the record that 
if they had an opportunity right now, 
they would bid. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I will gladly 
yield for a short period of time. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I will get him additiol)al 
time if he needs it. 

If the gentleman is correct, then why 
should we continue to invest taxpayer 
money in drilling another five wells? If 
the samples are good, let us go ahead. 
The Department of the Interior in a let
ter to me states that they can have a 
program underway by the end of 1981. 
They want to get moving. They say right 
here: 

How soon private exploration could begin 
would depend largely on how soon Congress 
acts on our recommendation. It is our inten
tion to move ahead rapidly with a private 
program as soon as the necessary authoriz
ing legislation is enacted. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Let me reclaim 
my time to answer the gentleman's ques
tion. I can tell the gentleman for every 
five wells that are drilled, we will return 
our money tenfold. I do not trust this 
administration and their endeavors to 
produce oil for this great Nation. They, 
in fact, came to our committee, and they 
said they would have the report that was 
due to us, and they have not done so. We 
are dealing with an area, I think, if I am 
not mistaken, larger than 17 of our 
States. They say they have drilled 19 
wells. The Department of Energy says 
there is no oil and gas there. 

Let us go ahead with this program, use 
the company in place now, and gain that 
information. It is strange to me that we 
are going to try to save taxpayers' dol
lars for this, when we are sending abroad 
$60 billion for foreign oil. And we have 
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this competitive bidding. I wonder if the 
Department of the Interior will ever get 
off its duff. They have done nothing in 
2 7'2 years to produce oil, and this is an
other example of the mentality of the 
Secretary of the Interior, Cecil Andrus, 
and those around him who say that we 
do not have to have any oil from the 
Arctic Slope region. He said that before 
our committee, that the Arctic Slope is 
the last place we will ever drill. The same 
mentality is saying, really, this is another 
wilderness area we ought to lock up. 

In fact, it is a reserve. It was set aside 
as a reserve, as the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. DICKS) knows. The 
junior Senator, Mr. MELCHER, is the one 
who originally raised the money for this 
program. It is a program, I think, that 
has strong merit, and I urge the Mem
bers to defeat this amendment and get 
oil to the American people where it 
belongs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. DicKs, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. YouNG of Alaska 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will yield, 
I would like to point out that we have 
already spent $600 million of the tax
payers' money, and the gentleman, I 
think, knowing he is a strong believer in 
the private enterprise system, would like 
to see private development on the Na
tional Petroleum Reserve in Alaska. If 
the gentleman is correct and the core 
samples are good, then why do we not 
go ahead and spend this money? I am 
told that as long as the Federal Govern
ment is drilling there that we will not 
get a private sector program underway. 
The sooner we terminate the public 
se:::tor activity, the faster we will get pri
vate exploration development which will 
do some good. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, 
this administration wants no develop
ment of oil on those 23.5 million acres 
of land. The only way we are going to 
have it is if exploratory work goes for
ward, if the pressures become great 
enough upon this Congress, and we act, 
because this administration is not go
ing to act. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, why, then, does the Assist
ant Secretary state this? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Who signed 
the letter? 

Mr. DICKS. Assistant Secretary for 
Policy, Budget and Administration, 
Larry E. Meierotto. He says they want 
to go ahead with a private program. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Nothing pre
cludes them from doing that. Where is 
the program they had in advance to 
bring it before us? We have not got it 
here. Or are they going to wait until we 
freeze? 

Mr. DICKS. I say let the private sec
tor develop it and save the taxpayers' 
money. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I agree with 
the gentleman, but let us go forward 
with the program at this time. 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the testimony before 
the committee was to the effect that if 
we terminate this exploration program, 
No. 1, there will be very large termina
tion costs, upward of $100 million. No. 
2, there would be a delay of 5 to 6 years 
to start it up again. No. 3, the field is 
not proven and is not ready for private 
lease. 

I cannot understand this administra
tion. I respect the fact that the gentle
man is attempting to carry out the ad
ministration's position, but just by way 
of reference on another matter, we have 
the most massive invasion of illegal 
aliens the Nation has ever seen, and they 
want to cut the border patrol. We have a 
crisis in petroleum, a potential crisis 
should there be a cutoff of imports, and 
they want to terminate exploratory drill
ing or delay it for 5 to 6 years at a very 
large termination cost. 

Before they proved Prudhoe Bay, I 
am told that there were many dry holes 
drilled and that the advance exploration 
and proving of the field is absolutely 
essential before we can go forward with 
private leasing. I think it would be a se
rious mistake, and I certainly oppose 
the amendment. 

D 1740 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURGENER. I yield to the gentle

man from Washington. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to say first off that the gentleman 
from California has been an outstanding 
member of our committee. I just want to 
make this point. Under the Naval Petro
leum Reserve Production Act of 1976, 
Public Law 94-258, the Department of 
the Interior is directed to continue the 
ongoing Navy exploration program and 
then to submit a plan to the Congress 
about what it is going to do. They have 
stated here they are going to submit a 
plan that calls for private develop
ment. 

Now, I know my friend from California 
is a strong supporter of the free enter
prise system. I would be surprised if 
he thinks the Government can actually 
do this job better than the private sec
tor. I think if we want to solve the en
ergy problem of this country let us get 
busy, let the private sector come in and 
not let this thing drag on for 2 or 3 
more years at a cost of $381 million to 
the taxpayers. 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could reclaim my time, it is being done 
privately. It is under private contract 
right now. The Federal Government is 
not drilling for oil; it is under contract 
to private enterprise. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURGENER. I yield to the gentle
man from Tilinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is not the important 
thing to find out whether there is oil 
there? We have a private enterprise 
company doing the drilling and it is go
ing forward. The important thing is for 
the American people -to know whether 
there is oil there because if there is, and 
we may find that there is, we are well 
ahead of the game in trying to cut"' down 
our dependence on foreign imports. 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

I think my colleagues have pretty well 
covered the situation. If I have ever seen 
the wrong amendment at the wrong time 
in the Nation's history this is it. Here we 
sit in the middle of the greatest energy 
problem we have ever faced, an energy 
problem that cuts across every single 
phase of our human life whether it is 
inflation, the production of food, trans
portation, the cost of housing, or foreign 
policy, not matter what it is, this energy 
crisis we face today cuts across it. 

Yet, my very able friend sees fit to 
come and offer an amendment. Surely, 
he is being loyal to the administration 
but the administration is wrong and this 
House with only 30 against disapproved 
by affirmative action the efforts by the 
administration to stop drilling on this, 
the most promising petroleum province 
left in the United States. That is not my 
testimony, by the way; that is the testi
mony of this administration's head of 
the U.S. Geological Survey which is in 
charge of the geological development of 
this property. Their testimony is that 
under the worst case we know exactly 
what kind of a provin::e we have when 
we finally can get to private leasing and 
private bidding and get the private con
tractor demobilized. 

The best case is, you could have a 
strike of Prudhoe Bay magnitude in our 
own country. The estimated reserves
again the testimony is here from the 
U.S. Geological Survey-10 billion bar
rels of petroleum owned by the people 
of the United States on our shores, and 
the gentleman seeks to stop that pro
gram. It is absolutely the wrong amend
ment at the wrong time. 

My friend from Illinois <Mr. YATES) 
said it eloquently. Think of this. If you 
take this contractor out you are going to 
be 6 years down the road before you are 
able to get somebody back in there to 
resume drilling on this province. 

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDADE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we ought to remind 
ourselves that it was not long ago we 
took the military reserves in Elk Hills 
and began to pump them for a public 
purpose, for the general public. We set 
aside this piece of territory up there as 
a potential for our military reserve, the 
naval reserve. Now we need to get into it. 
The purpose was military. Our military 
have been cutting back as much as 20 
percent. 

We need to cut back; we need more 
conservation in buildings and housing 
but we are also cutting back on training 
of our troops. We are going into simula
tors. We cannot be ready to go to war in 
simulators. We have got to be ready 
with the real thing. We have to have 
those reserves and we have to have them 
proven and the Government has to prove 
them up. 

Now, let me give you a few figures. 
There is 37,000 square miles up there we 
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are dealing with. That is roughly the size 
of the State of Indiana. It took 307 dry 
holes to discover the overthrust belt out 
in the Western part of these United 
States and we have only drilled eight or 
nine? The gentleman himself admits that 
it will be 2 years before they will drill 
another hole if they stop it today. We 
cannot stand 2 years' wait in this coun
try. We have to move now. We are being 
pressed by countries who are providing 
oil for us, threatening us with our for
eign policy and here we stand saying we 
are going to cut it off and not drill those 
holes? It is ridiculous. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make an 
inquiry. I am somewhat confused. I know 
we have just decontrolled oil. My under
standing was, that was to make capital 
available to private companies to do 
drilling. Now, as I understand the gentle
man's amendment, it is to ask that the 
private companies do what we are sup
posed to have them do with respect to 
decontrol and yet I see opposition to it 
based upon the fact we ought to spend 
our own tax money in order to do it. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Wash
ington would explain to me whether 
there should be substantial capital 
available to private companies in order 
to do this drilling. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman is abso
lutely correct. The administration, th~ 
Carter administration, has said, "We 
have already spent $600 million drillint: 
19 wells." 

Now, the committee has recommended 
an appropriation for five more wells next 
year at $141.5 million. 

I can understand why Husky Oil wants 
to do the drilling. Would you not, at that 
kind of a rate per well? It is outrageous. 
Deregulation is giving the oil companies 
billions; let them do their own explora
tion. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will my 
friend yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I am not going to yield to 
the gentleman at this time. 

The gentleman from Alaska already 
said that Husky Oil has said that they 
have made very significant finds already, 
quality finds, so let us stop having the 
Federal Government pay taxpayer mon
ey to do this. Let us turn it over to the 
private sector. The administration has 
testified and given us a letter that says 
within a 1 Y2 -year timeframe, they can 
have private exploration underway. 

Now, what we are talking about here 
are wells that are not even commercial 
quality wells. These are just wells to try 
and find the likelihood of discoveries. 

The gentleman is absolutely correct. 
The oil comoanies have the money to do 
this. The administration is correct. We 
have spent all the money we need. Let us 
turn it over to the private sector; let us 
get this area developed. That is the rec
ommendation they are going to make 
under the law. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, am I 

not also correct in understanding there 
are sufficient wells already operating to 
keep the Alaska pipeline full for a sub
stantial length of time? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. It is my understand
ing we cannot even get full production 
out of Prudhoe Bay because we do not 
have a way to move the oil across the 
country. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. You are ask
ing someone who knows nothing about 
the oil line, and you know it. If you 
wanted to get information get it from 
somebody who knows what it is about. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I thought 
the gentleman had yielded to me. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I had 
yielded to the gentleman from Wash
ington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I was of 
the opinion the gentleman had yielded 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, the really central ques
tion here is, do we want to spend $381 
million of Federal taxpayer money to de
velop nine more wells? Now, figure out 
what that is. That is well over $40 mil
lion per well. I just think that is too ex
pensive. It is better to have the private 
sector do it. Husky has already said they 
have had some significant finds. The bid
ding by the oil companies will be sub
stantial to develop this resource. 

It just seems to me that when we can
not fund the Youth Conservation Corps, 
when we cannot fund fully the land 
and water conservation fund, we have a 
que.stion of priorities here and I do not 
see how we can give one oil company 
$141.5 million of the taxpayers' money. 
It just does not make any sense. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Is my understand
ing correct that if the gentleman's 
amendment passes then he might offer 
amendments to increase the funding for 
the Youth Conservation Corps and for 
the water conservation fund? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I know 
for a fact in the other body amend
ments to that effect are under con
sideration. If we could reduce the spend
ing here we would be in a position-! 
am only speaking except for myself
in conference to maybe get some more 
of that money for those very important 
human and natural resource priority 
programs. 

D 1750 
I want to emphasize that I am for oil 

exploration and the administration 
states the fastest way to get it started is 
to turn it over now to the private sector 
and stop this endless Government drill
ing program at a massive cost to the 
taxpayers. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, 
to answer the gentleman's question on 
Alaska oil and the pipeline, my good 
friend remembers that the gentleman 
voted to lock up most of the State, the 
oil that is needed in the gentleman's 
State. You cannot live on wood forever. 

To answer the gentleman's question 

specifically, in 1985 the oil line is going 
downhill. The 1,200,000 barrels that you 
are going to get and you are getting to
day is going downhill. By 1987, if we are 
lucky, it will be 700,000 barrels a day. It 
takes at least 6 or 7 years just to explore 
a field and develop it. 

Now, we are talking about stopping it, 
so when the gentleman says is there 
enough in the pipeline, my God, I can
not believe this body when we say we 
will put it off until 10 years down the 
road. Where is the future of America? 
It is there today, not tomorrow. 

Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 
I rise to speak in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is appropri
ate at this juncture to at least set the 
legislative record straight with regard to 
prior considerations by this body and the 
United States Senate on this issue. The 
Senate Budget Committee report of April 
12, 1979, supported our House committee. 

The House Budget Committee report 
of April 13, 1979, supports our commit
tee. 

The Mines and Mines Subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Interior and 
Insular Affairs, an eminent committee 
of the House of Representatives, sup
ports the position of the committee. 

The Public Lands Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs supports the committee. 

The Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs supports the position of the 
committee. 

The Subcommittee on Interior and the 
House Committee on Appropriations 
supports the position of the committee, 
and the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources supports this 
committee. 

Now, this is just another in a series of 
forays to frustrate oil and gas explora
tion at a critical time in our Nation's 
history when some might feel that oil 
and gas exploration has relevancy. 

I commend the committee chairman. 
I commend the committee. I commend 
all the enlightened bodies that have al
ready endorsed this exploration and urge 
the Members to resist the amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTINI. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this is the 
second time we have debated this issue. 
The first time was on June 19 when I 
brought to the floor of the House a de
ferral resolution. The administration 
wanted to defer the expenditure of $1.8 
million for drilling on the national petro
leum reserve in Alaska. 

The gentleman from Vermont <Mr. 
JEFFORDS) voted in favor of postponing 
the deferral and my good friend, the 
gentleman from Washington, who is a 
distinguished and valuable member of 
our subcommittee, not only voted against 
the deferral, but participated in the dis
cussions in our committee. He voted in 
favor of postponing the deferral in our 
committee, voted in favor of postponing 
the deferral when the bill came to the 
floor and is now taking an opposite 
position. 
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The fact is that it is a question of time. 
Sure, private enterprise will ultimately 
move into the program, but under the 
law there has to be a report filed by the 
first of the year in which the Department 
of the Interior can propose legislation to 
the Congress. 

The testimony before our committee 
was to the effect that if the administra
tion's request were agreed to and the 
Husky Oil Co. were required to close 
down its drilling, pack up its rigs, take 
up its equipment, and leave the premises, 
we would have to pay the Husky Oil Co. 
at least $60 million in termination 
costs and that it would be at least 5 or 6 
years before a private contractor having 
bid on a Government program would be 
able to start drilling. Husky Oil Co. is in 
that position at the present time. 

The question is one of time. How im
portant is it to this country that we con
tinue a drilling program that may result 
in our finding oil on the petroleum 
reserve? 

Is it not of utmost importance that this 
program be continued? I say it is and I 
say this is an ill-timed amendment. 

Mr. SANTINI. I think the chairman 
has said it and said it very well. I would 
urge the House to continue the position 
it expressed on June 19, 1979, wherein it 
voted 409 to 3 to reject the position pres
ently proposed by the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTINI. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just want to clear up one statement 
that was made in the record that carried 
with it an innuendo that I found very 
offensive. To say we are really continu
ing this program for the sole benefit of 
the Husky Oil Co., which is the private 
contractor drilling on the reserve is 
wrong. The record should reflect at this 
point that that contract was entered into 
in a competitive bid in which the major 
oil companies were excluded from bid
ding. 

What we looked at was the interest of 
the Nation and the way for Husky Oil 
to collect $64 million is to do what this 
administration wants to do, close them 
down and have them leave town and 
leave us as a nation continuing to hold 
the energy bag. 

I think the gentleman owes the mem
bers of the subcommittee an apology for 
the gentleman's remarks. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTINI. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Well, I certainly did not 
intend to impugn the integrity of any 
member of the committee, all of whom 
have acted very honorably on this issue. 
If that was the gentleman's impression, 
if the gentleman accepted that as my 
remark, I apologize; but I want to tell 
the gentleman this, that I do think when 
we can justify $141 million for five wells, 
that is awfully expensive at a time of 
budget austerity. 

I want to say one thing about my 
chairman, who is correct in everything 

the gentleman has stated to a certain 
degree. I admit error. I did not look at 
this program carefully enough at first, 
but when I saw what was going on, I 
changed my view. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. DrcKs). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RUDD 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

<The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 

TRIBAL TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to the tribal funds authorized 
to be expended by existing law, there is 
hereby appropriated not to exceed $3,000,000 
from tribal funds not otherwise available 
for expenditure for the benefit of Indians 
and Indian tribes, including pay and travel 
expenses of employees; care, tuition, and 
other assistance to Indian children attend
ing public and private schools (which may 
be paid in advance or from date of admis
sion); purchase of land and improvements 
on land, title to which shall be taken in the 
name of the United States in trust for the 
tribe for which purchased; lease of lands 
and water rights; compensation and ex
penses of attorneys and other persons em
ployed by Indian tribes under approved 
contracts; pay, travel, and other expenses of 
tribal officers, councils, and committees 
thereof, or other tribal organizations, in
cluding mileage for use of privately owned 
automobiles and per diem in lieu of sub
sistence at rates established administrative
ly but not to exceed those applicable to 
civilian employees of the Government; relief 
of Indians, without regard to section 7 of 
the Act of May 27, 1930 (46 Stat. 391) in
cluding cash grants: Provided, That in addi
tion to the amount appropriated herein, 
tribal funds may be advanced to Indian 
tribes during the current fiscal year for such 
purposes as may be designated by the gov
erning body of the particular tribe involved 
and approved by the Secretary. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RunD: On page 

21, line 22, after the period, insert: 
"SALT RIVER PIMA-MARICOPA SETTLEMENT 

"For settlement o! the Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Reservation boundary dis
pute, pursuant to Public Law 95-399, $1,965,-
000 to be paid to the Salt River Pima-Mari
copa Indian Community and $1,952,000 to be 
paid in accordance with the second sentence 
of section 5(b) (2): Provided, That notwith
standing any other provision of law, the pay
ments provided herein shall constitute a 
complete release and satisfaction of any 
claim which any person may have against 
the United States, the Salt River Pima-Mari
copa Indian Community, or holder of any 
interest with respect to any right, title, or 
interest in any portion of the parcels of land 
described in paragraphs 1 through 9 of sec
tion 3(b) and/ or subparagraphs (A), (B), 
or (C) of section 3(a) (2) of Public Law 95-
399 which are located north of the boundary 
line referred in section 3 (a) (2) of Public Law 
95-399.". 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman and our illustrious colleague, the 
distinguished minority leader from Ari
zona <Mr. RHODEs), have talked to the 

committee about this amendment. We 
considered it in committee very carefully 
and we did not put the funds into the bill 
at the time we marked up the bill be
cause there was some question in the 
committee's mind as to whether the set
tlement of this boundary dispute was a 
final settlement. 

The language in this amendment is in
tended to assure that the amounts re
ceived by the Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian community and by all members 
of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Reservation boundary dispute accept the 
funds that are a part of this amend
ment in full settlement of any and all 
claims. That is the gentleman's under
standing as well, is it not? 

Mr. RUDD. That is my understand
ing. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, with that 
understanding, the committee accepts 
the amendment. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUDD. I would be happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr Chairman, I want to 
commend my friend, the gentleman from 
Arizona. The gentleman has worked long 
and hard on this amendment. 

I agree, as the chairman has said, we 
believe we have come to a final resolu
tion of a very difficult problem. It is be
cause the gentleman and his colleagues 
have worked so hard, we are delighted to 
accept the amendment on this side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. RUDD (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari
zona? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, this amend

ment provides for an appropriation of 
$3.9 million to implement Public Law 95-
399, the redesignation of the southern 
boundary of the Salt River Pima-Mari
copa Indian Reservation in Maricopa 
County, Ariz., which was unanimously 
approved last year by the Congress, and 
signed by the President. 

This amendment has been discussed 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee <Mr. YATES), and the dis
tinguished ranking minority member 
(Mr. McDADE), and has been accepted 
by both sides. 

I would like to yield now to the dis
tinguished chairman for any comment 
that he might like to make, and urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona <Mr. RUDD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLORIO 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

<The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 
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LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including $7,693,000 for adminis
trative expenses of the Heritage Conserva
tion and Recreation Service during the 
current fiscal year, and acquisition of land 
or waters, or interest t herein, in accordance 
With the statutory authority applicable to 
the State or Federal agency concerned, to 
be derived from the Land and Water Con
servation Fund, established by section 2 of 
said Act as amended, to remain available 
until expended, not to exceed $447,059,000, 
of which ( 1) not to exceed $200,000,000 shall 
be available for payments to the States in 
accordance with section 6(c) of said Act; (2) 
not to exceed $3,690,000 shall be available to 
the Bureau of Land Management; (3) not to 
exceed $41,573,000 shall be available to the 
Forest Service; (4) not to exceed $20,600,000 
shall be available to the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service; and (5) not to exceed 
$173 ,503,000 shall be available to the National 
Park Service : Provided, That not to exceed 
$12,000,000 of the amount provided for State 
assistance may be available as a contingency 
reserve to be administered by the Secretary 
to meet unforseen needs of the States: Pro
vided further, That the $12,500,000 available 
to the Forest Service in fiscal year 1979 for 
acquisition of the Kahle and Jennings prop
erties may be used to acquire other proper
ties in the Tahoe Basin of California and 
Nevada with no matching requirement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLORIO: Page 

8, after line 15, insert the following: 
PINELANDS NATIONAL RESERVE 

For expenses necessary to acquire lands 
and waters or interests therein pursuant to 
the authority of section 502(h) of the Na
tional Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95-625) $12,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

Mr. FLORIO (during the reading) . Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Chairman, last year 

when section 502 of the National Parks 
and Recreation Act of 1978 was enacted, 
the Congress made a commitment to pro
tect, preserve, and enhance the signifi
cant values of the land and water re
sources of the Pinelands area of south
ern New Jersey. 

The Pinelands contain approximately 
1 million acres of pine-oak forest, exten
sive surface and ground water resources 
of high quality, and a wide diversity of 
rare plant and animal species, which pro
vides important ecological, natural, cul
tural, recreational, educational, agricul
tural, and public health benefits. A 
27,000-acre dwarf forest in the midst of 
the Pinelands is biologically unique, an 
example of an ecosystem shaped by for
est fires. 

Incredible as it may seem, 50 million 
people live within a day's drive of this 
vast, sprawling tangle of pitch pine and 
oak, pure streams and rivers, rare plants 
and animals. The U.S. Department of the 
Interior has called the Pinelands "the 
most extensive wildcat tract in the Mid
dle Atlantic seaboard region." 

For more than 100 years New Jersey 
has valued the Pinelands' great under
ground freshwater reservoir. The State 
has established a number of public for
ests and parks in the region that have 
helped to preserve the water as well as 
the plants and animals. Unfortunately, 
however, the forest soil is so porous that 
pollutants could easily reach the under
lying water deposits. Haphazard develop
ment on private lands in the Pinelands 
would certainly cause this polluting. 

Rising taxes, increased costs of farm
ing, and a general disinterest in farming 
among younger people have caused many 
farmers who work the fertile lands sur
rounding the Pinelands to sell their 
homesteads. It is estimated that 90 per
cent of these farms go to land specu
lators. 

If the Pinelands are left in the hands 
of speculators, their future will be writ
ten in asphalt. 

Section 502 of the National Parks and 
Recreation Act of 1978 recognized that 
there is a demonstrated need to combine 
the capabilities and resources of the local, 
State, and Federal Governments and the 
private sector to provide an alternative 
to large-scale direct Federal acquisition 
and management in cases where such 
acquisition and management is inap
propriate. 

Section 502 also recognized the need to 
provide assistance to the State of New 
Jersey and its units of local government 
in the development of a comprehensive 
management plan for the Pinelands area 
in order to assure orderly public and pri
vate development in the area. 

Most significantly, was recognition of 
the need to provide, during the develop
ment of a comprehensive plan, Federal 
financial assistance for the acquisition of 
lands in the area that have a critical eco
logical value in immediate danger of be
ing adversely affected or destroyed. 

Mr. Chairman, while matters of form 
and style are being resolved to deal with 
the development of the comprehensive 
plan, the purchase of lands of critical 
ecological value must be undertaken as 
rapidly as possible. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
provide the funds to purchase these crit
ical ecological areas. The amendment 
calls for $12 million only of the $23 mil
lion authorized to be appropriated under 
section 502 of Public Law 95-625, the 
National Parks and Recreation Act of 
1978. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLORIO. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this is an 
amendment that has been approved by 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

The reason that the committee did not 
approve this amendment originally was 
because of a dispute within the New Jer
sey delegation itself. The committee 
thought that the members of the New 
Jersey delegation should work out their 
differences before approval was given to 
the amendment. It is our understanding 
that the members of the New Jersey dele
gation are in unanimous agreement on 

this amendment, in view of the fact that 
it proposes a program that iS innovative 
and imaginative and should be nnder
taken. With the understanding that it 
has the agreement of the New Jersey 
delegation, we have no objection to the 
amendment. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for accepting the amend
ment. 

I would like to put on the record that 
the amendment is being offered by my
self, my colleagues, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. HuGHEs) and the gen
tleman from New Jersey <Mr. FoRsYTHE) 
as well. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLORIO. I would be happy to 
yield to my colleague, the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment of
fered by myself and my distinguished 
colleagues from New Jersey, Congress
men JIM FLORIO and En FORSYTHE. 

This amendment appropriates $12 mil
lion to acquire land in the critical core 
of New Jersey's Pinelands. In so doing, 
it carries out one of the most important 
elements of the Pinelands Protection Act 
which Congress enacted into law last 
year. 

For those of my colleagues who are not 
personally familiar with the Pinelands, 
I would like to take a minute to describe 
this region. This magnificent range of 
forests and bogs, located in southern 
New Jersey, constitutes one of the larg
est stretches of undeveloped land along 
the entire eastern seaboard. Within this 
forest of pine and oak trees, cedars and 
shrubs, live a rare collection of plants 
and animals which scientists tell us exist 
nowhere else in the world today. 

At the center of the Pinelands, or Pine 
Barrens, is a forest of dwarf pines and 
oaks which have adapted to being burned 
about once every 8 years-a natural 
phenomenon which enables new seed
lings to burst forth from the parent 
trees. In the surrounding lowland bogs 
and marshes, farmers cultivate some of 
the Nation's most bountiful harvests of 
both blueberries and cranberries. 

Unfortunately, this unique wilderness 
area is under siege by developers. Lo
cated in the heart of the highly urban
ized Northeast, the Pinelands represent 
one of the last remaining frontiers to be 
conquered by our ever growing popula
tion. In fact, developmental pressures 
are so intense that it is a wonder the 
Pinelands have even survived this long. 

In an effort to relieve this develop
mental pressure, Congress last year en
acted into law one of the most innova
tive and imaginative conservation pro
grams that has ever been conceived. This 
program rejected the outdated method 
of protecting valuable wilderness areas 
through massive Federal acquisition of 
land. 

Instead, it outlined for the first time 
ever a unique partnership among the 
local, State, and Federal Governments to 
carry out a conservation program in the 
Pinelands. To the largest extent possible, 
this program enhances the concept of 
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home rule and encourages continued pri
vate ownership of land, It is an approach 
to wilderness protection which I hope 
will someday be applied to open space 
areas all across our country. 

This Pinelands legislation focuses on 
the establishment of a 15-member plan
ning commission, whose members rep
resent all levels of government as well as 
farmers, environmentalists, and other 
residents of the area. This commission is 
charged with the responsibility of devel
oping a conservation plan which looks 
beyond municipal boundaries, and takes 
into account the overall ecological im
portance of the region. 

As part of this conservation program, 
we determined that it was necessary to 
bring into the public domain approxi
mately 30,000 to 50,000 acres which are 
located in the central core of the Pine
lands. Some of this land is already owned 
by the State. The rest of the land is so 
crucial to the environment, and to the 
huge acquifer which underlies the Pine
lands, that it must be acquired as well. 
That is what this $12 million will be used 
for. 

It has always been my firm belief that 
the Government has an obligation to pay 
for land which it considers to be in the 
public interest. At one time, proposals 
were being considered which would have 
protected this core region through the 
imposition of massive regulations. In a 
sense, private property would have been 
confiscated by law without just compen
sation. That is not an acceptable ap
proach in the Pinelands or anywhere 
else, in my opinion. I am pleased that 
this amendment enables us to carry out 
our responsibilities fairly, by paying for 
land which is taken out of private 
ownership. 

I might add that land will only be ac
quired in the critical core of the Pine
lands, and that this land will have to 
meet the test of being "environmentally 
sensitive and in immediate danger of 
being destroyed." 

In sponsoring this amendment, I want 
to make it clear to my colleagues and to 
the people of New Jersey that I am not 
entirely satisfied with the Pinelands leg
islation which recently passed the State 
legislature. I believe the State bill goes 
far beyond what is necessary to protect 
the Pinelands, and that certain elements 
of it are not consistent with the Federal 
Pinelands Act. Most troubling to me was 
the State's decision to impose a blanket 
moratorium on all development within a 
1 million acre area of New Jersey-an 
area which includes thousands of private 
homes and entire towns and cities. This 
moratorium was rejected during the 
drafting of the Federal Pinelands legis
lation, and I regret that it has since been 
imposed by the State. In the months 
ahead, I hope to continue my discussions 
with State legislators to revise this and 
other provisions of the State law which 
I feel undermine our efforts to develop 
a conservation program in the Pinelands 
that is both fair and reasonable. 

D 1800 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLORIO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend my colleague, the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. FLoRio), and 
all the New Jersey delegation. This is in
deed a unique piece of land left in the 
most urban State in the Nation. 

We have discussed this, and we are 
delighted that the delegation has come 
to an accord. We are happy to accept the 
amendment on this side. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLORIO. I yield to the gentle
woman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the New Jersey delegation I, 
too, would like to compliment my col
league, the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. FLORIO), on this amendment. Not 
everybody may agree, but I do. I think 
this is one of the most valuable things 
that could be done for our State. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman very much, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. FLORIO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. If there are no fur

ther amendments to title I, the Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk proceeded to read title II. 
Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title II be considered as read, and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tilinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any points 

of order against title II? 
Hearing none, the Chair will inquire, 

are there any amendments to title II? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

<The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

SYNTHETIC FUELS PRODUCTION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. 2061 et seq.), 
$1,500,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, for the purchase or production of 
synthetic fuels and synthetic chemical 
feedstocks, to be derived from an energy trust 
fund as established by H.R. 3919 or equiva
lent legislation: Provided, That if no such 
fund has been established upon enactment of 
this bill, funds for such program shall be 
derived from general funds cf the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to be reim
bursed from the funds at such time as the 
fund is established: Provided, That this ap
propriation shall not be used for the con
struction of facilities: Provided further, That 
the President is authorized to contract for 
purchases of or commitments to purchase, 
or to resell synthetic fuels and synthetic 
chemical feedstocks to the extent of appro
priations provided herein. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATEs: Page 34, 

line 11, after "feedstocks" strike out all 
through the word "established" on page 34, 
line 17 and insert: ", to be derived from. the 

Energy Trust Fund established by H.R. 3919 
or a fund or segregated account or equivalent 
mechanism established by equivalent leg
islation: Provided, That if no such fund, ac
count or mechanism has been established 
upon enactment of this bill, funds for such 
program shall be derived from general funds 
of the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to be reimbursed from such fund, account or 
mechanism at such time as it is established". 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of this amendment is to permit the 
funding of the synthetic fuels program 
through the energy trust fund if and 
when that fund is established. The lan
guage has been worked out with the Of
fice of Management and Budget and pro
vides that the funds come from an 
equivalent mechanism in the event the 
trust fund itself is not established pur
suant to the windfall profits tax bill that 
was passed by the House a short time 
ago. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, we are 
satisfied that the language is desirable, 
and I ask for a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. YATES) has 
worked hard to get this amendment in 
shape and negotiated with the Office of 
Management and Budget. We think it is 
a good amendment, and we support its 
adoption. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. YATES). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, it was my intention to 

offer an amendment on the Pennsylvania 
Avenue Development Corporation. It has 
been brought to my attention by some 
personal friends of mine and by relatives 
that the Pennsylvania Avenue Develop
ment Corporation was not actually ful
filling the directives of the Congress. 

I have had a meeting with them and 
have spoken to the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Tilinois 
(Mr. YATES), and he has assured me that 
his committee will carefully monitor the 
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor
poration and see to it that they fulfill all 
the obligations of the original directive 
given to them by the Congress. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I will not 
be offering my amendment at this time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

<The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
energy conservation activities, $545,552,000, 
to remain available until expended: Pro
vided, That of the total amount of this ap
propriation, not to exceed $1,450,000 shall be 
available for a reserve to cover any defaults 
from loan guarantees issued for electric or 
hybrid vehicle research, development, and 
production as authorized by section 10 of 
the Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Research, 
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Development and Demonstration Act of 
1976 (15 U.S.C. 2509) : Provided further, That 
the indebtedness guaranteed or committed to 
be guaranteed under said law shall not ex
ceed the aggregate of $16,000,000 : Provided 
further, That $180,000,000 appropriate<! in 
Public Law 95-240 for conservation grants 
for schools and health care facilities and 
$17,500,000 appropriated in Public Law 95-
240 for conservation grants for local govern
ment buildings shall remain available until 
expended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: On page 

35, line 21, delete "$545,552,000" and insert 
in lieu thereof "$566 ,052 ,000". 

And on page 36, line 10 after "expended" 
insert t he following: " : Provided further, 
That of the total amount of this a-ppropria
tion, not to exceed $5,000 ,000 shall be avail
able for a reserve to cover any defaults from 
loan guarantees issued for financing t he con
struction of fac111ties to convert municipal 
wastes into synthetic fuels as authorized by 
Section 19 of the Fede:na.l Nonnuclear Energy 
Research and Development Act of 1974, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 5901, et seq.): Provided 
further, That the indebtedness guaranteed 
or committed to be guaranteed under said 
law shall not exceed the aggregate of $50,-
000,000". 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of this amendment is to add funds 
to various energy conservation programs 
that we have worked out together with 
members of the authorizing committee, 
the Committee on Science and Technol
ogy. 

Additional funding has been made 
available for various programs in trans
portation energy research, industrial 
efficiency, and cogeneration and conver
sion of waste to energy. We believe the 
additional funding will permit the De
partment of Energy to make advances in 
each of those funded areas, and inas
much as conservation in all of its forms 
is the best source of protecting and pre
serving our energy resources today, we 
think this is a desirable amendment. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment 
to which I referred earlier. As I said, it 
adds $6.5 million for industrial cogen
eration, $5 million for urban waste loan 
guarantees, as described by the gentle
man in the amendment itself, and $9 
million for transportation. I do appre
ciate the gentleman's working with us 
on this matter, and I am satisfied with 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Tilinois <Mr. YATES) . 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEAVER 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

(For the portion of the bill to which 
the amendment relates, see prior pro
ceedings of the RECORD today.) 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WEAVER: On 

page 34, strike lines 6 through 22 , inclusive. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I again 
want to thank this committee and the 

Subcommittee on Interior of the Com
mittee of Appropriations for the fine job 
they have done on the Forest Service in 
raising the amounts from the President's 
budget, and I thank the subcommittee 
chairman and the ranking minority 
member. 

However, I do feel compelled to offer 
this amendment which strikes the $1 bil
lion 500 million in the budget in this bill 
for synfuels. I recognize that I was in the 
very small minority when the House 
voted on the Moorhead amendment, but 
I still feel that we are going in the wrong 
direction by funding now the synfuels 
with this much money because it is going 
to break the budget and put us over our 
budget limits. 

0 1810 
Mr. Chairman, in the matter of Ger

many's use of synfuels in the Second 
World War, they did fuel the Wehrmacht 
with synfuels, but we forget what those 
planes were like and the amount of syn
fuels that Germany produced at that 
time were 50,000 barrels a day. It took 
an all-out national effort !or them to do 
that, but it was 50,000 barrels a day, and 
that is not what we are aiming at now. 
It is a much larger figure, with much 
more disastrous consequences for our 
economy. 

I would like to say that it is essentially 
the wrong direction to go in. 

Today the primary cause of the Con
sumer Price Index rise is our excessive 
use of extremely high-priced energy. 
That is what has made the Consumer 
Price Index go up 10 percent and 12 
percent and 14 percent a year. 

Now the Government has come along 
and printed the money, through deficit 
spending and other means, to cover the 
cost of this increased energy. In other 
words, instead of letting our people buy 
higher cost energy and doing without 
some place else, they said, "No, we are 
going to have both our cake and eat it 
too, and we are going to print the 
money." 

This has been extremely infiationa:ry. 
In other words, we have the printing 
presses out loaning the people money 
instead of buying high-priced energy, so 
we go on and live as if we are still buy
ing oil at $2 a barrel instead of $20 a 
barrel that imported oil now costs and 
instead of $40 that synfuels will cost, the 
most inflationary thing we could possib
ly do. 

If we cut down on our use of high-cost 
energy, we would lick inflation, we would 
break OPEC, we would force Detroit to 
build a cost-fuel efficient car. We are 
going in the wrong direction. 

So I move to strike that $1.5 billion 
for synfuels, which, again, fuels the fire 
of inflation and breaks the budget. 

I would like to ask the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, first of 
all-if the gentleman will deign to an
swer my question-what this $1.5 billion 
is going to be used for in this fiscal year. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield, I am informed by the Department 
of Energy that, in all probability, the 
money will not be expended during this 
fiscal year. It was placed in the bill be
cause representatives of the Department 

of Energy testified tha·t private busi
ness, which is going to be asked to par
ticipate in the synfuels program by furn
ishing synthetic fuel by 1985 at the rate 
of 500,000 barrels a day and 2 million 
barrels a day by 1990, needs evidence of 
purpose on the part of Government in its 
determination to go forward with a· syn
thetic fuels program. 

There is a possibility, I will say to the 
gentleman, that $1 billion of the $1.5 bil
lion could be committed to a program 
referred to as the ANR coal gasification 
plant. It may be eligible for funding dur
ing the year. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Oregon <Mr. WEAVER) has 
expired. 

<On request of Mr. YATES and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WEAVE;R was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. YATES. The additional one-half 
billion dollars is for the purpose of seek
ing invitations to bid by private industry 
for the kind of synfuel programs author
ized by the so-called Moorhead bill and 
the total amount of $1.5 billion could be 
used for it if not committed to the ANR 
project. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the always distinguished chair
man for his very frank answer. I really 
appreciate his candor. 

In other words, do not know what 
the money is going to be spent for; we 
do not know whether it is needed. It is 
a pledge, in e1Iect, off in some distant 
vague future, and I urge the committee 
to vote for this amendment to strike the 
$1.5 billion, the budget-breaking item. 

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think those who have 
been working with synthetic fuels will 
recognize that unless there is some in
centive there for somebody to get a con
tract to get started, they are not going to 
get into these synthetic fuels. We were 
through this cycle in 1973", and then we 
went to sleep again. So we are behind. 
We need to keep sufficient funds in to get 
this on line. 

This committee has been dealing with 
synthetic fuels for about 15 years, hear
ing testimony referring to pilot plants 
and research and development for years, 
and we have not gotten a barrel of oil. 

We have to be serious about it. The 
Members might be interested to know 
that, in fact, at the instigation of the 
chairman, we proceeded to put in a sec
tion in this bill to provide for $2·5 billion 
so that people knew we were serious 
about getting contracts and, instead of 
pushing the chain through grants, to 
offer a contract to purchase, to decide 
which process is available, and to get the 
thing started and to get it on the road. 
Every year and every month we wait, 
every year we postpone the funding of it, 
we cost ourselves more money. We are 
putting out $60 billion a year in a bal
ance-of-payments deficit overseas. We 
have the resources here. Why do we keep 
abusing ourselves with inflationary 
costs? We can pay out that kind of 
money today and still make money. 
Those overseas barrels of oil are costing 
us, in related costs, as much as $99 a 
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barrel. We need to get it here. We can 
afford to put at least this pittance in to 
get something started. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oregon <Mr. WEAVER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEAVER 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chainnan, I offer 
an amendment. 

<For the portion of the bill to which 
the amendment relates, see prior pro
ceedings of the RECORD today) . 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WEAVER: On 

page 34, line 9, strike "$1,500,000,000" and in
sert in lieu thereof "$1,481,540,000". 

On page 30, line 1, strike "$847,151,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$865,611,000"; 
and, also in line 1, strike "$188,218,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$197,748,000". 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to tell the committee that I am very 
serious about this amendment and would 
hope that the committee would seriously 
consider accepting it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chainnan, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to the gentle
man from illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, may I 
read to the gentleman a letter I received 
from the head of the Forest Service, 
dated July 26, 1979. I am sure the gen
tleman knows of the determination by 
this committee to do everything that 
it can to assure that reforestation shall 
proceed as promptly as possible. 

Mr. WEAVER. I compliment the gen
tleman for his great efforts. I have al
ways said that the Forest Service owes 
a great deal to Chicago. 

Mr. YATES. This is what the gentle
man said, and this is from R. Max Peter
son, Chief of the Forest Service: 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN YATES: Tills is in re
sponse to your inquiry concerning possible 
increases in reforestation for 1980. 

We wanted to know whether he could 
use more money for reforestation, after 
the gentleman from Oregon told me 
about it. 

He says this: 
Our reassessment of anticipated planted 

stock indicates that the 221,000 acres tar
geted for reforestation and associated fund
ing, as contained in the House actions, are 
the maximum we can reasonably handle in 
fiscal year 1980. 

I will tell the gentleman that if the 
chief had told us that he could use more 
money for reforestation, if he had told 
us that he had talked to the gentleman 
from Oregon <Mr. WEAVER) and that the 
gentleman was insisting that he put 
more money in, and if he would have 
said, "I agree with Mr. WEAVER, we 
should have more money," had he told 
us that, we would have put more money 
in. But the gentleman knows that we 
have a program for reforestation, we 
adhere to it even though the Office of 
Management and Budget refuses to put 
funds in it. we put it in because we 
think it is vitally important to the peo
ple of this country. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman speaks the truth. I thank the 

gentleman for the hard and great work 
he has done in reforesting the national 
forests of this country. We owe a debt 
to the gentleman. 

I will not say, in deference to the 
esteem in which I hold the chairman, 
that this is simply a pledge, a pledge 
to somebody to plant trees. I could say 
that, because that was the gentleman's 
response to how the money was going 
to be spent for synfuels. The gentleman 
did not know how the $1.5 billion was 
going to be spent for synfuels. But the 
$9.53 million that is in my amendment 
for reforestation actually will go for 
timber stand improvement, which the 
Forest Service says, is the amount they 
could effectively spend this year for 
timber stand improvement. As, of course 
the committee knows, the line item on 
reforestation is also timber stand im
provement. 

0 1820 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WEAVER. I yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois. 
Mr. YATES. I would hope the gentle

man would withdraw his amendment. 
He has the committee assurances re
specting reforestation. 

I will even go further than my subcom
mittee. I do not know whether they would 
agree with me. I share the gentleman's 
concerns to some extent about the syn
fuels programs. I know about the so
called greenhouse effect that Prof. Roger 
Ravel and others have talked about. I do 
recognize that as a possible threat. 

I do want the gentleman to know that 
I appreciate, too, the need for the growth 
of more and more trees to withstand that 
possibility. I would want the gentleman 
to know he has my assurance, and I am 
sure the assurances of the members of 
our committee that we are determined 
that the trees shall continue to stand and 
that for every tree cut, I would like to 
see a tree planted and more trees 
planted. 

Mr. WEAVER. I again appreciate very 
much the remarks of the gentleman. 
There is no question, I agree with him 
completely. He is saying the truth. 

I do want, however, to say that if you 
want energy today, we are burning slash 
in our forests today, burning it and pol
luting our air. -

In the forests in my district right now, 
the air you can hardly see through it be
cause of the smoke from some forest fires 
but also the slash that is being burned. 

Mr. YATES. Is this taking place in the 
great State of Oregon? 

Mr. WEAVER. It is taking place in the 
great State of Oregon. 

Mr. YATES. That is not the way the 
great State of Oregon was explained by 
the gentleman in our committee, the gen
tleman from Oregon <Mr. DuNCAN). 

Mr. WEAVER. Right now we are burn
ing slash, burning this wood waste. 

My amendment not only gets addi
tional trees out of the forest, from thin
ning operations, but right now what do 
we do? You have $9 million or $10 million 
in the bill to burn the slash. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Oregon has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WEAVER 

was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WEAVER. You have $9 million or 
$10 million in the bill to burn the slash 
in the forests. The additional $9 million 
in my amendment will not burn the slash 
in the forests. It will take it out. 

Now, I have gotten my local utility, 
the Eugene Water and Electric Board, a 
contract with the Forest Service to set 
up a generating plant to use this slash. 

We are going to start producing elec
tricity with it, and we can produce gaso
hol with it also. People can just simply 
burn it in their homes, but it has got to 
be brought out of the forest. 

So if you want energy now, this mo
ment, and if you want more produce 
from our forests, then vote for my 
amendment, because it will get the en
ergy immediately. 

I am just asking for $18 million of this 
$105 million in here for synfuels. Frank
ly, it will produce more energy, the $18 
million, than the other $1,482,000,000. 

The chairman made my final point, 
which was to simply say that when we 
burn synfuels, we put carbon dioxide in 
the air, jeopardizing the world's climate. 
Trees take carbon dioxide out of the air, 
and so if you are determined to build 
synfuel plants, please at the same time 
plant lots of trees. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Is it not a fact that 
slash is used in many different ways de
pending on the proximity to manufac
turing facilities, and otherwise it might 
be used in paper board? It might be 
used in the production of various other 
wood byproducts, so that in reality it is 
the economics in many instances that 
dictates the use of slash? It might well 
be that some of the slash is totally inac
cessible to transportation and therefore 
not economical in terms of removal? 

Mr. WEAVER. We can take this out 
of the forest, but the policy right now, 
and the money in here, is simply to burn 
it. 

My amendment would take it all out 
of forests and make it available for 
energy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. WEAVER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOLDWATER 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

(The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
For necessary expenses in carrying out fos

sil energy research and development activ
ities, under the authority of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 
95-91), $699,377,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That no part of the sum 
herein appropriated shall be used for the 
field testing of nuclear explosives in the re
covery of oil and gas. 

The clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GoLDWATER: On 

page 35, line 2, strike "$699,377,000" and In
sert in lieu thereof "$703,377,000." 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the gen

tleman from illinois. 
Mr. YATES. The gentleman was kind 

enough to discuss this amendment with 
the committee before we came to the 
floor, and I want to tell the gentleman 

· the committee is most sympathetic to 
the purposes of the amendment. 

We do have a letter from the Depart
ment of Energy in which they discuss the 
molten salt gasifier program. This is in 
a letter addressed to me by Mr. John 
Deutch, dated July 25. It says: 

As you know the Department requested 
and received $1 million in fiscal year 1979 
to pla.ce the molten salt gasifier PDU in 
standby status. It appears t.hat this tech
nology may have some promise and we are 
currently evaluating wha.t role the molten 
sa.It gasifier could pla.y in the overall third 
generation R&D program. Sufficient funds 
to continue this evaluation a.re available 
within the fiscal year 1980 budget. We do not 
believe tha.t the $4 million additional pro
posed is necessary since no decision has been 
made to modify the PDU facility and expand 
this project beyond its current scope. 

May I say to the gentleman there ~are 
approximately 61 gasifiers that are com
mercially available, under commercial 
development, or that the Department of 
Energy has among its programs today. 
Nevertheless, I know of the interest in 
this molten salt gasifier. I would like to 
say to the gentleman that in the event 
the Senate decides to put this program 
into effect, the committee would be glad 
to seriously consider it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I appreciate the 
chairman's sympathetic feelings on this. 
I know he understands the importance 
of it. I appreciate his understanding 
about it. 

Mr. YATES. Might I request the gen
tleman might want to withdraw his 
amendment at this time. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The gentleman 
will take that under consideration. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the gen

tleman from New York. 
Mr. OTTINGER. I would like to say 

that our subcommittee did include the 
amount for the molten salt gasifier, with 
virtually unanimous consent of the sub
committee. Our own staff feels this is 
one of the more promising technologies. 
I do understand the concern of the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. YATES) with 
respect to the number of gasification 
projects being funded by the Depart
ment of Energy, but I would urge upon 
him that everything we have seen indi
cates this is a very promising technology. 

I hope he would urge upon the Depart
ment of Energy to fund it, and if it does 
come up in the Senate, he would, as he 
said he would-and I certainly believe 
it--very seriously consider adding the 
funds in conference. 

I thank the gentleman. I think he has 
an excellent amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, let 
me just point out what I am trying to do. 
This amendment would raise the fossil 
energy research and development au-

thorization by $4,000,000 to allow fund
ing for molten salt gasification research 
for fiscal year 1980. 

The molten salt furnace is a highly 
efficient means of burning coal with very 
little pollution to the environment. The 
Energy Technology Engineering Center 
of the Department of Energy is currently 
operating a process demonstration unit 
utilizing this technology with very prom
ising results. In this facility, salt under 
pressure is heated to 1,800 degrees. Coal 
is partially combusted in the salt which 
releases a low-Btu fuel gas while captur
ing the sulfur and the ash. The salt is 
then regenerated and the sulfur is cap
tured as elemental sulfur. 

The molten salt process has a number 
of advantages over most of the other 
gasification technologies. It can use a 
wide variety of coals. The product gas is 
also extremely low in sulfur, tar, heavy 
hydrocarbons, ammonia, and NOx. The 
efficiency of the system is also much 
higher than the current generation of 
Lurgi gasifiers. 

If we do not act to fund this project, 
a facility which was completed in mid-
1978 and which has run well will be 
abandoned prematurely. It is true that 
we have learned quite a lot about the 
merits of the motion salt technology as a 
source of low-Btu gas but this is not 
where the need or the market is. The 
1980 authorization which I am calling 
for will permit examination of the tech
nology's applicability to medium Btu 
gasification which is a much more versa
tile fuel. 

Medium-Btu molten salt gasification 
has been demonstrated at laboratory 
scale, but there is currently no PDU-size 
facility in the free world where it can 
be tested. Yet, for $50,000 to $60,000 the 
DOE facility can be modified, after com
pletion of the currently scheduled low
l3tu tests, to perform this work. The bal
ance of the $4,000,000 would be spent on 
operating the facility during fiscal year 
1980. 

I ask your support and that of the rest 
of our colleagues on this amendment so 
this important, but relatively low-cost 
research can be performed. 

0 1830 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GOLDWATER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WOLPE 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

<For the portion of the bill to which 
the amendment relates see prior pro
ceeding of the RECORD today.) 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WoLPE: On page 

35, line 21, increase the dollar amount shown 
by $6,000,000. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the chairman of the commit-
tee and the membership of that com
mittee for an excellent piece of work. I 
want to indicate in advance that the 
amendment I offer at this point should 
not be taken in any way as a comment 
on the overall work product of that com
mittee. But there is one area of the com-

mittee's work that I feel does demand 
atten~ion by this body at this point, and 
that IS the appropriate technology pro
gram. 

What this amendment before us would 
do would be to increase the dollar 
amount for the appropriate technology 
grant program by $6 million, which 
would raise the appropriate technology 
program to the existing authorization of 
$18 million. I should indicate that the 
Science and Technology Committee had 
originally recommended a $23 million 
figure for the authorization, and the $18 
million authorization amount was a 
product of a compromise that was ne
gotiated between the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce and the 
Committee on Science and Technology. 
I mention this because the $23 million 
recommendation of the Committee on 
Science and Technology was an indica
tion of the enthusiastic support of the 
committee for this particular effort 
within the Department of Energy. 

What is involved in that program is the 
offering of grants to communities, to 
small businesses, to individuals to sup
port innovative conservation and energy 
production ideas. It is really the only 
program within the Department of En
ergy that is specifically tailored to sup
port the efforts of individuals and that is 
not tailored to support the activities 
and the work of the largest corporate 
interests. 

There is a limit of $50,000 for any 
grant that is awarded under this pro
gram over a 2-year period. An indication 
of the tremendous support that this pro
gram has received nationally is the num
ber of requests that have come in under 
this authorization. In fiscal year 1979 
there were over 12,000 requests received 
by the Department of Energy totaling a 
requested allocation of $343 million. Yet, 
the current funding level that is being 
proposed presently under the appropria
tions bill of $12 million would allow only 
2.3 percent of those requests to be 
funded. 

Recently the Department of Energy in 
region 9 of this country undertook an 
evaluation to assess the worth and the 
value of the projects that were initiated 
under this grant program and came to 
the conclusion that 20 percent of the 
proposals were, in fact, worth funding, 
that they were meritorious. The evalu
ation of that region 9 program indicated 
that the average funded project created 
an energy saving far in excess of the cost 
of that initiative. 

This is the most innovative energy pro
gram that we have within the Depart
ment of Energy. More importantly, I 
would submit, what is at issue here is 
whether or not we are going to success
fully tie the efforts by individuals in lo
cal communities all across this country 
to the national mobilization effort to 
which all of us within this body are com
mitted. The simple fact is that many 
people do not recognize how much can 
l?e accomplished at the individual level. 
We have not yet truly tapped the crea
tive resources of the individuals within 
our local communities. To the extent we 
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can begin to get people individually gen
erating ideas, putting to work those 
ideas within local communities, we can 
begin to get a truly personal identifica
tion, I submit, with our need nationally 
to move in a much more effective way 
toward conservation and toward the de
velopment of solar technology. 

I would like to give just one example 
briefly from my own district where an 
individual came forward with a proposal 
for his own particular business establish
ment, a very small business, which was 
located physically adjacent to a local 
powerplant. He proposed to take the 
waste heat from this local powerplant 
and to link it into his establishment and 
use that waste heat; this is one example 
of cogeneration. It made sense from 
every standpoint. The dollars simply 
were not available. 

If the dollars had been available to 
support this kind of an initiative, this 
individual small business was only one 
of a number of prospective small busi
ness establishments that were being de
veloped in what is a larger industrial 
park within this region, and if we could 
get that one demonstration accom
plished, we could have a massive impact 
on the entire pattern of industrial 
growth within this particular part of my 
congressional district. 

That is just one example. Fortunately 
there are other examples that have been 
funded involving the use of solar tech
nology to accelerate the growth of fish, 
to the development of alternative trans
portation programs involving commu
nity-based bus service. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. OTTINGER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. WoLPE was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. WOLPE. Other examples of pro
grams that have been funded under the 
appropriate technology program include 
projects that have helped to make much 
more efficient use of solar hot water and 
solar space heating by demonstrating 
how the two, if joined together, can yield 
a cost effective way of using solar energy 
in home construction. 

In short, we have an opportunity 
through this program to make real and 
personal and local the effort at mobiliz
ing energy resources in this country. I 
think we have much to gain by extend
ing the appropriation that has been re
quested to that which has been author
ized. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I congratulate the 
gentleman for his amendment. This was 
a program that was expanded at the 
initiative of the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. BROWN) to $23.5 million in 
the Energy Development and Applica
tions Subcommittee by an overwhelming 
vote. This is the one program in the en-
tire Government that funds the little guy 
with the good ideas. 

Most of the inventions that have come 
into this country have not come from the 
large corporations but have come from 
individual inventors. Individual inven
tors most times do not have money to ex
ploit their ideas. This program takes 
proven ideas, for instance, ideas that 
have gone through the small inventors' 
program and have been shown to be 
promising and allows $50,000 to be put 
behind them in order to be able to move 
that idea and get the small inventor 
started. 

Every one of us in our districts have 
had people come to us with ideas that 
really sound good, and they sometimes 
can get them proven and get the endorse
ments for them by reputable scientists. 
This puts a little money behind them and 
gives us an opportunity to help that kind 
of constituent. 

I strongly urge support for this amend
ment. I know the gentleman from illinois 
has been very generous to us, he has 
added $3 million from what the commit
tee originally provided for this program, 
but with $343 million in applications sit
ting out there, and some of the ideas al
ready funded being so successful that 
they would pay for the entire program, I 
would hope that he would reconsider and 
he would support the program. 

Mr. WOLPE. I thank the gentleman 
from New York for his very helpful ob
servations. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

D 1840 
Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the last word, and 
I rise in support of the amendment. 

There is no shortage of energy re
sources in America. We are simply burst
ing with energy all around us-the Sun, 
coal, the tides, oil, oil shale, peat, and on 
and on. In oil alone we have only been 
able to get out 15 percent of all the oil 
that is known or believed to exist on this 
planet, certainly in the United States. 

Why then do we have a shortage? We 
have a shortage because we do not have 
the capital to capture this energy and put 
it to work. The New York Stock Exchange 
estimates that we have a $600 billion cap
ital shortage right now, over the next 
couple of years. I put together a list not 
long ago of roughly $2 trillion worth of 
capital shortages for all the needs we 
have--for housing, for roads, for mass 
transit, for synfuels, for flood control, 
and on and on. 

Now, one of the reasons why we have 
a capital shortage, of course, is because 
we are spending vast sums on military; 
we are spending a lot on foreign aid, and 
then we find ourselves short of the capi
tal we need to do the job. But, it is also 
because we have been putting vast quan
tities of capital into projects in which 
we are overcapitalized; we are wasting 
capital. 

In my district we are building a sub
way 10 miles long at a cost of $1 billion. 
If we wanted to save capital and get 
the job done, we have five rail lines 
where we could have put rail lines out in 
five different directions for a few hun
dred million dollars. But no, we had to 
do it the expensive way. Where does that 
come in? 

The point I want to make is that what 
we need to do is reach for our brains in
stead of our pocketbooks. We are spend
ing too much money, overcapitalizing, 
and what we need to do is to go back 
to the simple ideas of the ordinary peo
ple, the Eli Whitneys, that kind of per
son capable of doing the same thing 
for us. I have people come to me once a 
week, once a month, with an idea that 
sounds good, but they do not have the 
money. I will admit that a lot of those 
ideas are cockeyed ideas. We all know 
this, but let me tell the Members this: 
I spent my life in research, and the great 
majority of research is not worth a darn. 
But, one project that is worth a darn 
pays over and over again for all the 
rest. That is why I think this small 
grants project is important. 

Let us let the ordinary guy who is 
close to a problem, who sees a solution, 
let us let him have a little money to de
velop it. We already know that we have 
many, many times more applications for 
grants than we have money to hand out. 
This program was authorized for $18 mil
lion-! believe that was the full au
thorization. In the committee I was able 
to get this raised up to $3 million above 
what the committee wanted, which I 
believe was $12 million. But, we still lack 
another $6 million, and I think this 
would pay for itself over and over again. 

Let us give the ordinary person a 
chance to see what he can do, to come 
up with his ideas and his solutions, in
stead of giving it to the big corporations 
or instead of giving it to the Government 
where a lot of it is going to be spent on 
bureaucratic overcapitalization. So, I 
support this amendment and I say, let us 
reach for our brains instead of our 
pocketbooks. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in sup
port of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the 5 
minutes, but I am reminded, as we have 
this debate, of what someone said to me 
as we were talking recently about efforts 
to procure gasohol. He said, "Here in 
the Congress we swallow camels and gag 
on gnats." 

I think that is the problem we have 
right here. We are talking about $6 mil
lion in a program in which we are at this 
time spending some $45 billion per year 
for the oil we import. Now, the question 
is, when most of our inventiveness has 
come from small operations such as this 
and from small business, are we going to 
invest $6 million in small grants of less 
than $50,000 per grant in order to help 
to get that great help that we have avail
able from those small inventors to help 
solve this problem, or are we going to 
say, "No, we cannot afford $6 million to 
help to solve a $45 billion problem." 

I would hope that we would vote to 
add that $6 million to get up to the full 
amount of the authorization so that we 
can show the people of America that we 
do have an energy problem and that we 
are willing to invest in the area where 
most of the creativity has been shown 
iP.. our society. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BEDELL. I yield to the gentleman 

from Oregon. 
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I just 

want to rise also in support of this very 
valuable amendment. I commend the 
gentleman from Michigan for offering it. 
I want to say that in my study of the 
Northwest energy situation, in which I 
have been involved for many years, it 
shows untold possibilities of wood waste, 
biomass, of wave action in the water, 
that -can give us much more energy than 
we are getting now from so-called con
ventional sources. 

This can produce more energy, per
haps, than the one and a half billion dol
lars in there for synfuels if we discover 
an Edison with an idea that is really 
going to work. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEDELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman also. I sup
ported the efforts in the committee for 
the added $3 million. When we see the 
money we are spending on other ap
proaches, I think this is a very modest 
amendment, and I would hope that the 
committee would accept it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee would 
have liked to provide funds for every 
one of the energy programs. We had to 
draw the line somewhere. We are almost 
$2 billion over the budget in this bill. 

The gentleman from New York says 
that there are $343 million worth of 
requests in the so-called appropriate 
technology program. How many of these 
requests are good? How many of them 
are bad? Should we fund the entire 
$343 million in requests? Should we go 
over the budget further by an additional 
$343 million? What is the answer? 

We do not know, if we were to put 
the additional $6 million that the gentle
man proposes into the budget, that the 
right programs would be funded. We do 
not know which of the applications are 
going to be excluded. The committee is 
very sympathetic to the program. We 
have gone over the budget by almost 
50 percent for this program. We have 
gone over last year's level by 50 percent 
in this bill. 

Just as we did not fund the land and 
water conservation fund to the extent 
that we might have done, we pointed 
out in the debate on that program that 
the budgetary constraints really gov
erned our actions in that case. We have 
gone over the budget in other programs 
that we thought, in our list of priorities, 
we should have funded. There are, some
where in this country, inventors who 
have answers with respect to the energy 
program. What has happened in the 
past is that when the inventions have 
had some prospect of tangible benefits, 
they have been able to find people with 
capital to fund those programs. 

0 1850 
I have looked through the program 

book for these various programs. I have 
seen what they have funded, and I must 

say that I do not find the selections that 
the Department of Energy has made un
der this program as being the kind that 
I would want to put extra funds into. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
distinguished chairman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McDADE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. The gentleman has made 
the point, and I hope everybody has 
heard it, that the committee is almost 50 
percent above what the budget request is. 
We have exceeded the budget request. It 
raises a very important point. What hap
pens when you throw money at an 
agency, when you force it at an agency? 
Let us look at some of these. 

Here is a fellow who got a grant for 
$15,700, and he is going to test a system 
in his warehouse to bring in, and I quote 
from his grant, "ideal air." He is going 
to fill his warehouse with ideal air, and 
then he is never going to have to worry 
about heating it or cooling it. 

I do not know how many Members in 
the House like to play handball, but here 
is a fellow who got $13,700 to test a 
lighting system on a handball court to 
decide whether or not he could make it 
sensitive to the fact that a human being 
might walk in and the lights might go 
on. I do not know what happened to 
switches. 

Here is another one. Here is a fellow 
who is going to develop a fan system to 
take cold air into the attic of a house and 
move hot air out. I thought that had 
been cl.one 100 years ago. 

I know we promised the Speaker we 
would try to be done by 7 o'clock. We 
have given the bill good discussion. We 
have gone over the budget. We have been 
very generous with this program, and we 
can go the other way, too. 

Let us support that person out there 
who is working. Let us vote for this 
amendment and get on with this bill. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. I will only take 
one minute. In response to somebody us
ing "ideal air" for $13,700, it is straight 
crazy. I agree. There are going to be a 
lot of crazy ideas, including the one of 
Armand Hammer's for synfuel for $200 
million. That is just as crazy, with the 
idea of burning oil shale inside, down un
der the ground. They have found out it 
burns not evenly, but through fissures. 
So they spent $200 million and threw it 
out the window. We are about to spend 
$1.5 billion, which is really breaking this 
budget, on some crazy ideas, and I say 
let us give these people a chance. 

Mr. McDADE. If the gentleman will 
yield, how would the gentleman likt:: a 
program in here to melt beeswax w1th 
solar energy? 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield, the $200 million Mr. Hammer spent 
was not Government money; it belonged 
to the corporation. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. BEDELL. I thank the gentlemen 
for yielding. I hope we keep things in 
perspective. You can find any Govern-

ment program where there have been 
some mistakes. I do not think that is 
the argument in this case. I think the 
argument is, are we going to have the 
funds so that the small inventors, if 
they do have ideas that might solve our 
energy problems, will not be denied the 
opportunity to help us solve those prob
lems? I think every one of us here 
would do everything we could to see that 
those funds are then spent wisely, but 
for us not to make them available I think 
would be a serious mistake. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The committee agrees with that 
thought. That is why we went over the 
budget for the appropriate technology 
program by almost 50 percent. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. WoLPE ) . 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. WoLPE), 
there were--ayes 15, noes 27. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR . LAGOMARSINO 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

(For the portion of the bill to which 
the amendment relates, see prior pro
ceedings of the RECORD today.) 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LAGOMARSINO: 

Page 35, line 2, strike "$699,377,000, and 
insert in lieu thereof "$701,377,000". 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I am today offering an amendment to 
H.R. 4930, appropriating funds for the 
purpose of heavy oil conversion tech
nology. I offer this amendment on behalf 
of myself and my colleagues, Congress
men LEWIS, THOMAS, LUNGREN, COELHO, 
MINETA, CLAUSEN, and ROUSSELOT. This 
amendment is identical to an amend
ment I offered, and which was accepted 
and adopted, to the DOE authorization 
bill, H.R. 4839. 

Estimates indicate that there are 100 
billion barrels of heavy crude oil in place 
in the United States and 1 trillion barrels 
of heavy crude oil reserves in Canada. 
Although this resource is vast, most of it 
is presently unrecoverable because cur
rent refining methods are inadequate, 
costly, and environmentally hazardous. 
Presently refining techniques produce 
unacceptable levels of difficult to dispose 
of waste, including threatening sulfur 
emissions. New and innovative refining 
techniques could permit us to utilize this 
wealth of crude oil at our disposal, to 
meet present and future energy demands. 

As you know, the President, in his en
ergy message July 15, proposed to im
mediately decontrol heavy oil, exempting 
it from the windfall profits tax. This ac
tion will, of course, result in long-term 
incentives for heavy crude refining in
vestment, as well as production. However, 
it has come to my attention that there is 
already a cost-effective technology to fa
cilitate the development of heavy crude 
oil refining methods. One such project, 
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proposed by a small refiner in my district 
in California, provides an encouraging 
approach to manufacturing gasoline 
feedstock and other high-value products 
from the thick high sulfur c~ude oils, 
abundant in our Nation, without pro
ducing hard to dispose of wastes and sig
nificant environmentally threatening 
emissions. This demonstration refinery 
plant in California has the capacity to 
convert 5,100 barrels of heavy crude oils 
and residual oils a day into valuable nat
ural gas and gasoline, while removing 
sulfur. All residual oil is eliminated and, 
as already mentioned, the process is 
nonpolluting. 

Unfortunately, the project was pre
sented late in the DOE budget process. 
Although DOE has expressed strong in
terest in this concept it simply does not 
now have the funding authorization with 
which to proceed. My amendment would 
allow DOE to assist in developing this 
technology. At a time when we cannot 
afford to overlook any technologies which 
might assist in enhancing vital domestic 
energy supplies, it is crucial that we ex
pedite those projects which are economi
cally and environmentally appropriate. 
This process, in fact, would be possible on 
a quicker time scale and at a lower cost 
than massive coal conversion programs. 

Mr. Chairman, unless the fiscal year 
1980 Interior appropriation bill is 
amended to enable DOE to fund such 
projects, or it is made plain that they 
may use available funds for such pur
poses, at least one crucial year will be 
wasted in developing technology para
mount to tapping our vast domestic 
heavy crude oil reserves. However, this 
vitally important project came to our 
attention only within the last several 
days. Although I had originally intended 
to offer an amendment authorizing $30 
million for the purpose of developing 
heavy oil conversion technology, I realize 
that the Subcommittee on Energy Devel
opment and Applications and the full 
Science and Technology Committee, re
sponsible for this portion of the bill, has 
not had an ample opportunity to explore 
and review this project. 

I have asked IX>E to set the specific 
gravity to define heavy oil at 20 degrees. 
The entitlements program has already 
utilized 25 degrees for definition of heavy 
oil. 

Mr. Chairman, I would strongly urge 
that my colleagues support this amend
ment. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McDADE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I want to say to my friend, 
the gentleman from California, that he 
has discussed the amendment with me, 
and I know he has discussed it with my 
very able friend, the gentleman from 
lllinois, the chairman of the committee. 
We are willing to make legislative history 
that the Department of Energy shall ear
mark not less than the amount of the 
amendment for experimentation on 
heavy oils. The gentleman has found a 
very important area that they are not 
working on, and we believe his amend
ment has absolute merit. So I know my 

friend, the gentleman from lllinois (Mr. 
YATES), wants to comment in support of 
earmarking this amount. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the subcom
mittee. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. Yes, I want to say to the 
gentleman that there is about $700 mil
lion available for funding various pro
grams, and I would think that in an 
area of the importance that the gentle
man's amendment is addressed to that 
there would be enough money to take 
funds out of that for the gentleman's 
program. I would urge the Department 
to undertake that program from existing 
funds. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. So the legisla
tive history would show that it is the 
intent of the subcommittee that this 
money be used for that purpose? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 

gentleman. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 

gentleman from California. 
Mr. THOMAS. I t~1ank the gentleman 

for yielding. Could I ask the distin
guished chairman, when we are talking 
about "heavy oil," and I have heard this 
mentioned-the President's speech con
tained the term "heavy oil"-do we have 
some idea of what we mean by "heavy 
oil"? 

I represent an area in California that 
is currently producing about 50 percent 
of the oil in California, and I have heard 
varying descriptions of what heavy oil is. 
I would very much like to know what 
heavy oil is. I will ask the distinguished 
subcommittee chairman. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman has the amendment. 
AB I understand it, there is no exact defi
nition of heavy oil agreed upon, but 
there are various formulas used for this 
definition. I am sure that in connection 
with the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California <Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO), the Department of Energy will 
know what is meant. 

Mr. THOMAS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, let me indicate to the 
gentleman that as soon as the President 
mentioned heavy oil in his Sunday night 
speech, the following Monday morning I 
called the Department of Energy, and 
they indicated that they were talking 
about heavy oil at about 10 on the spe
cific gravity scale. I indicated that that 
is oil you almost have to mine. It is al
most impossible to get down in a second
ary or tertiary process. The entitlements 
program has defined heavy oil as 25. We 
have 10 specific gravity oil, and 25 whi'Ch 
will not fiow through a pipeline without 
being heated. 

Mr. YATES. It is my understanding 
the Moorhead bill defines it as a specific 
gravity of 15. 

Mr. THOMAS. If we are going to de
fine it at 15, I want it understood that 
deals with one-third of the oil that was 
produced in California in 1977. 

Most of the oil in my district has to 

be moved through heated pipelines. My 
point is that we understand the poten
tial contained in the heavy oil concept. 
We 1}~ ve literally trillions of barrels of 
oil underground now. If we are talking 
about decontrolling and removing from 
windfall profits "heavy oil," we have an 
interim area here between synthetic 
fuels and current oil that can meet our 
needs for some time to come. The critical 
question is just what is heavy oil? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. If I may take 
back some of my time, I might say I have 
asked the Department of Energy to set 
the specific gravity for heavy oil at 20. 
There are various things. The amend
ment does not speak to that definition, 
but we think that 20 would be the mini
mum. 

Mr. THOMAS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, if heavy oil is defined as 
20, I think we will find a drilling boom 
in California that will produce by 1982 
the 500,000 barrels a day that the Presi
dent discussed as a potential by 1990. If 
we can define an 18 to 20 definition for 
heavy oil, we can have that half million 
barrels of oil a day within 2 years. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. McDADE) and the gentleman 
from lllinois (Mr. YATES) for their coop
eration in this matter. As a practical 
matter, I think it is important for the 
House to be aware of the fact that most 
of OPEC's oil is in a specific gravity cate
gory of the 30's, in places like Indonesia 
in the high 30's and 40's. That is very, 
very pure oil. Within our own country we 
have a tremendous potential of what is 
known as heavy oil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. LEWIS, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. LAGOMARSINO 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. LEWIS. I will not take much more 
of the gentleman's time, if he will yield 
further. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. LEWIS. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. AB a practical matter, there are 
processes that are reasonably well 
proven, with some further experimenta
tion that not only can refine some of 
these heavy oils in the 25 category, but 
that can do so in processes that are 
really essentially pure in terms of ques
tions relating to air pollution and emis
sions that do not concern people like my
self from southern California. 

D 1900 
This money for experimentation pur

poses could be a tremendous asset and 
boon in our effort to solve this problem. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 

I thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion. I also want to thank the chairman 
and the ranking member. I think their 
understanding of what we are doing here 
and their acceptance of what we are try
ing to do will be of great help. 
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. LAGOMARSINO)? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COURTER 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

(The portion of the bill to which the 
amendment relates is as follows:) 

ECONOMIC REGULATORY ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Economic Regulatory Admin
istration and the Office of Hearings and Ap
peals, $125,697,000: Provided, That none of 
the funds herein appropriated shall be avail
able to pay the expenses of parties interven
ing in regulatory proceedings before the Eco
nomic Regulatory Administration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoURTER: Page 

36, line 17, insert ": Provided Further, that 
none of the funds herein appropriated may 
be used to promulgate, administer or enforce 
any regulation or to issue or enforce any 
order which would continue any mandatory 
allocation or price control of motor gasoline" 
after "Economic Regulatory Administration". 

Mr. COURTER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. COURTER) ? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of the 

amendment. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment on 
the grounds it is legislation on an appro
priations bill and it deprives the depart
ment officers of authorities that are con
ferred upon them by law. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from New Jersey care to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. COURTER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, that particular amend

ment obviously has to do with alloca
tion and the price control of gasoline. 
Very specifically, it has to do with limit
ing of the funding to the Department of 
Energy with regard to that. 

As drafted the amendment as proposed 
addresses itself to a limitation of fund
ing. The bill itself has to do with fund
ing and as such is germane. 

I direct the Chair's attention to 
Deschler's Procedures, chapter 28, sec
tion 27, restrictions on use of funds, 
there is precedent for such limitation. 
Chapter 28, section 27 .16, to be specific, 
and I quote: 

To a program authorizing Federal finah
cial assistance, an amendment limiting the 
uses to which those funds may be put is 
germane. 120 Cong. Rec. 28423, 28438, 28439, 
93rd Congress, 2nd Session, August 15, 1974. 

That · particular ruling by the Chair 
had to do with H.R. 12859, the Federal 
Mass Transportation Act of 1974. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. YATES) wish to be 
heard further? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
nothing to add. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. 

The language that is offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey does notre
strict the authority of the President but 
does restrict the use of the funds in the 
language of the bill. The point of order 
is not well taken and is overruled. 

The gentleman from New Jersey is rec
ognized for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, obviously this particu
lar amendment has to do with a problem 
with which we are all familiar. This par
ticular amendment has to do with the 
allocation system and the price control 
system that has been placed into effect 
by the Department of Energy. 

Basically, as far as I am concerned, 
the price control system and the alloca
tion system has aggravated a problem 
and created a problem that would other
wise not have existed. 

I want to point out that this particu
lar amendment has nothing to do with 
gas rationing. It has nothing to do with 
perhaps a matter we have already dis
cussed. It has nothing to do with the 
gas-rationing matter that we will be dis
cussing perhaps tomorrow or some other 
day this week or when we return from 
our summer recess. Basically it has to do 
with allocation and price control. 

The particular formula as adopted by 
DOE wreaked havoc on the Northeastern 
section of the United States. There were 
areas in the United States where there 
were no lines and areas where there were 
lines 4 and 5 hours long. Mr. Schlesinger, 
as the head of the Department of En
ergy, indicated that, unfortunately-and 
this is paraphrasing him when I spoke to 
him at one particular time, that the al
location formula broke down. It was 
putting gasoline where cars were not. 
The urban areas, I think, are burdened 
with misappropriation. There was par
ticularly under this system, substantial 
bias against urban areas. The price of 
gasoline was likewise controlled at the 
pump. You had a situation whereby one 
particular dealer could charge x amount 
of dollars and another one down the 
street 4, 5, 6, 7 or even 10 or 12 or 14 
cents more and that formula was based 
on a formula derived by DOE and the 
particular gasoline dealer was locked 
into a system back in 1973 or 1974. 

It also, Mr. Chairman, created a situa
tion and a tremendous amount of pres
sure on small, independent gasoline 
dealers such that it was forcing him out 
of the system altogether, so that the 
large oil companies were buying up the 
small independents. A number of them 
in New Jersey and throughout the 
United States actually were forced to 
close. 

The price system, Mr. Chairman, has 
retarded capital investment and par-

ticularly when it has to do with refin
eries, improving systems in refineries. 

Mr. Chairman, obviously, this partic
ular amendment has to do with the allo
cations formula and price control for
mula. An allocation formula that really 
took a 5- or 6-percent shortfall and in
creased that shortfall because of the 5-
percent State set-aside, because of a 
growth formula, a formula that did not 
take into consideration the fact that 
some gasoline stations would be closing 
which in prior history served the par
ticular area, a situation such that there 
was a growth formula that had a tilt to a 
different part of the country. It created 
a shortfall that was approximately 5 or 
6 percent in gasoline in this country and 
increased that shortfall to 22 and 25 
percent, thus creating gas lines 4 or 5 
hours. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope everyone gets 
behind this amendment, an amendment 
that really has to do with getting the 
sticky fingers and the long arm of Gov
ernment away from a situation where it 
does not need to be. 

Obviously, Mr. Chairman, if there is 
going to be a dramatic shortfall in gaso
line or crude oil, if there is going to be 
as we often say a catastrophic shortfall, 
there has to be some sort of an alloca
tion process. 

This amendment deals with the situa
tion we had this past month. It deals 
with the situation when the shortfall is 
5, 6 and 7 percent and I urge upon my 
colleagues the adoption of this amend
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word and will speak in 
opposition to the amendment. 

May I say first there are no funds in 
this bill which can be used for the regu
lation of price controls of gasoline. 
Therefore, the amendment will really not 
apply to any funding in this bill. 

It is kind of a back door through 
which the gentleman has moved in order 
to eliminate price controls on gasoline. 
This is not the subject for an appropria
tions bill. We had no hearings on this 
subject. We do not know what the effect 
is likely to be. We do not know what the 
impact of removing such con trois is likely 
to be. It is a complicated, detailed sub
ject that ought to be before a legislative 
committee and should have thorough 
hearings before the House is called upon 
to take any action. 

I think we would be acting precipi
tously. I respect the power of the gentle
II_lan's argument and yet I submit this is 
not the forum for this kind of an argu
ment. It ought to be a legislative com
mittee that passes upon this kind of an 
amendment after having had the benefit 
of experts in the field, after having had 
the opportunity to hear witnesses to see 
what the effect of this is likely to be. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I would like to concur 
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
YATES). 

We are in a situation where we do not 
control absolutely the supply end of the 
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energy equation and we do not control 
the demand end of it and we have, of 
course, some allocation control systems 
in between which, incidentally, bear the 
brunt for a lot of the problems and per
haps rightly so for some of them. They 
deserve a part of it and I think President 
Carter's move to change energy secre
taries, in my judgment, is a prudent one 
and we probably ought to do a better job 
of administration. But I think the Amer
ican people do expect this Congress to 
maintain a voice in this, not just leave it 
up to the multi-national oil companies 
and OPEC and the demand which, of 
course, I do not think anyone intends to 
control or at least is addressing them
selves to that and, of course, this bill 
modestly tries to deal with the synfuels 
and the supplies side of the equation. 

We really have a responsibility here, I 
think, to maintain a voice and I would 
hope we would reject that amendment 
for that reason. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

I again repeat, this is a subject for an 
authorizing committee and should not be 
part of this debate. 

I request a no vote on this amendment. 
D 1910 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. CouRTER). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. CouRTER) there 
were-ayes 15, noes 29. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur

ther amendments, the Clerk will read 
title III. . 

The Clerk proceeded to read title III. 
Mr. YA,TES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that title III be con
sidered as read and open to amendment 
at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any points 

of order against title III? 
The Chair hears none. 
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like.to enter into 
a colloquy with my distinguished col
league from Oregon, Mr. DUNCAN, on 
language dealing with a prohibition on 
exporting logs harvested from Federal 
forests. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. I believe the 
language was inserted originally by the 
then chairman Mrs. Hanson, with sup
port of our former colleague, Mr. Wyatt 
of Oregon-but I have supported the 
continued prohibition in subsequent ap
propriation bills and do in this one. 

Mr. WEAVER. Does the language in 
this bill cover substitution of Federal 
timber for logs from private lands which 
are exported? 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. It does. 
Mr. WEAVER. Could this language 

in the bill be construed to prohibit not 
just direct substitution but also prohibit 
third party substitution? 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. I believe it 
CXXV--1343-Part 16 

could be so construed, although it has 
not been. 

Mr. WEAVER. So therefore, the U.S. 
Forest Service could, based on the pres
ent language in this bill, promulgate reg
ulations prohibiting third party substitu
tion. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Well, I be
lieve, even the present rules could be so 
read, but they have not been, and ad
ministrative interpretation and practice 
over the years does have some legal 
weight in interpreting published ambig
uous language. I further understand that 
the Forest Service has published notice 
of intent to promulgate regulations on 
third party substitution. 

Mr. WEAVER. Is it your expectation 
that these regulations will clarify con
gressional intent to prohibit third party 
substitution? 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. There will 
be hearings on 15, 16 and 17. I cannot 
predict the results. 

Mr. WEAVER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to com

mend the chairman of the Appropria
tions Interior Subcommittee and the 
other members of that subcommittee for 
their efforts. The careful deliberation 
that they extended in the careful con
sideration of the wide variety of issues, 
areas, and priorities contained in this 
bill is reflected in · the quality of H.R. 
4930. I want to commend the subcom
mittee particularly for their actions in 
relation to the Boundary Waters Wilder
ness Area and the funds appropriated to 
implement Public Law 95-495. 

This act, designed · to provide the es
sential protection for the popular wild
erness area in Minnesota, has affected 
the traditional means of livelihood for 
some residents in the area. When Con
gress passed this important legislation, 
it realized that adjustments would be 
necessary and made the commitment 
through the establishment of programs 
to assist the local communities to make 
the needed transition. I am glad to see 
that the subcommittee and the full Ap
propriations Committee, at the urging of 
Congressmen SABO, OBERSTAR, myself, 
and all members of the Minnesota dele
gation as well as the Friends of the 
Boundary Waters Wilderness, have rec
ognized that commitment and have pro
vided the funding necessary to meet the 
needs of the local communities. 

The programs authorized and funded 
by Congress will be important for both 
the resource and the residents in that 
area. Assistance will now be ·available to 
resort ownem to make the transition to 
activities which are compatible with 
wilderness. New programs will be devel
oped which will expand the opportunities 
to utilize the resource to new users, as 
the handicapped. 

In addition, this appropriation will 
provide funding to strengthen and in
crease the role of logging in the local 
economy. Under the wise management of 
the Superior National Forest and State 
lands, and the better utilization of hard-

woods, the contribution of the woods 
products industry oo the local economy 
of northeastern Minnesota will increase. 

This appropriation is an important 
step for the Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area, for the local residents and for all 
Americans. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re
port the bill back to the House with sun
dry amendments, with the recommenda
tion that the amendments be agreed to 
and that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. DANIEL
soN) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
MINETA, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 4930) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1980, and for other pur
poses, had directed him to report the bill 
back to the House with sundry amend
ments, with the recommendation that 
the amendments be agreed to and that 
the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep

arate vote demanded on any amend
ment? If not, the Chair will put them en 
gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques

tion is on the engrossment and third 
reading of .the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that the 
ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr . . Speaker, I. object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 344, nays 42, 
not voting 48, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Anillunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Bailey 

[Roll No. 402] 

YEAS-344 

Baldus 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Boner 

Bon lor 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burlison 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
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Butler Heckl& 
Byron Hefner 
Campbell He!tel 
Carney Hightower 
Carr HUlls 
Ce.rter Hinson 
Cavanaugh Hollenbeck 
Chappell Holtzman 
Cheney Hopkins 
Clausen Horton 
Clay Howard 
Cleveland Hubbard 
Clinger Huckaby 
Coelho Hughes 
Coleman Hutto 
Conte Hyde 
COi'cora.n !chord 
Cotter Irela.nd 
Coughlin Jacobs 
D'AmO'Urs Jenklns 
Daniel, Dan Jenrette 
Daniel, R. w. Johnson, Cali!. 
Danielson Johnson, Colo. 
Daschle Jones, N.C. 
Davis, Mich. Jones, Tenn. 
Davis, S.C. Kastenmeier 
de la Garza Kazen 
Deckard KUdee 
Dellums Kindness 
Dickinson Kogovsek 
Dicks Kostmayer 
Dlngell Kramer 
Dixon LaFalce 
Dodd Lagomarsino 
Donnelly Leach, Iowa 
Dornan Leach, La. 
DO'Ugherty Leath, Tex. 
Downey Lederer 
Drinan Lehman 
Duncan, Oreg. Leland 
Duncalll, Tenn. Lent 
Early Levitas 
Eckhardt Lewis 
Edgar L1 vingston 
Edward.c;, Ala. Lloyd 
Edwards, Cali!. Loeftler 
Emery Long, La. 
English Long, Md. 
Erdahl Lott 
Erlenborn Lowry 
Ertel Lujan 
Evans, Del. I.Jundlne 
Evans, Ga. McClory 
Fary McCormack 
Fascell McDade 
Fazio McEwen 
Fenwick McKay 
Ferraro McKinney 
Findley Madigan 
Fisher Maguire 
Flippo Mal'key 
Florio Marks 
Foley Marriott 
Ford, Tenn. Mathis 
Fountain Matsui 
Fowler Mavroules 
Frost Mazzoli 
Fuqua Mica 
Gaydos Michel 
Gephardt Mikulski 
Gibbons Mikva 
Gilman Miller, Cali!. 
Gingl'ich Miller, Ohio 
GillJil Mineta 
Glickman Minish 
Goldwater Mitchell, N.Y. 
Gonzalez Moakley 
Goodling Montgomery 
Gore Moorhead, 
Gradison Call!. 
Grassley Moorhead, Pa. 
Gray Murphy, Til. 
Green Murphy, N.Y. 
Grisham Murphy, Pa. 
Guarln1 Murtha 
Gudger Myers, Pa. 
Guyer Natcher 
Hagedorn Neal 
Hall, Ohio Nedzi 
Hall, Tex. Nelson 
Hamilton Nolan 
Hammer- Nowak 

schmidt O'Brien 
Hamley Oberstar 
Hansen Obey 
Harkin Ottinger 
HaiTls Panetta 
Harsha Pashayan 
Hawkins Patten 
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Patterson 
Pease 
Perk.lns 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Re.hall 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Royer 
Rudd 
Run·nels 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanrtlnl 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
StliYder 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Sta.nton 
Stark 
Steed 
Steniholm 
Stewart 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Symms 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Trible 
Van Deerlin 
VanderJagt 
Va.n4k 
Vento 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams, Mont. 
Wilson, C. H. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wolpe 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Archer 
Ashley 
Badham 
Bauman 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Courter 
Cmne, Daniel 
Crane, Phil1p 
Da.nnemeyer 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Edwards, Okla. 
Evans, In<i. 

NAY8-42 
Frenzel 
Giaimo 
Gramm 
Hance 
Holt 
Jeffries 
Jones, Okla. 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Latta 
Lee 
Lungren 
McDonald 
Martin 

Mattox 
Moore 
Mottl 
Myers, Ind. 
Paul 
Petri 
Roth 
Sen sen brenlller 
Shumway 
Solomon 
Stump 
Synar 
Tauke 
Vollaner 

NOT VOTING--48 
Alexander 
Anderson, Dl. 
Ashbrook 
AuCoin 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Chisholm 
Collins, Dl. 
Conyers 
Comnan 
Derrick 
Diggs 
Fish 
Fithian 
Flood 

Ford, Mich. 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Holland 
Jeffords 
Luken 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
Marlenee 
Mitchell, Md. 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Nichols 
Orukar 
Plepper 
Quayle 

D 1930 

Railsback 
Rangel 
Rodino 
Rostenkowski 
SebelLus 
Slack 
Stockman 
Traxler 
Treen 
Udall 
Ullman 
Walgren 
Williams, Ohio 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wright 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Wright With Mr. Anderson o! Illlnols. 
Mr. AuCoin with Mr. Quayle. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Williams of Ohio. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Sla.ck with Mr. McCloskey. 
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Bob Wilson. 
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Railsback. 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Sebelius. 
Mr. Moffett With Mr. Forsythe. 
Mr. Mitohell of Maryland with Mr. Jeffords. 
Mrs. Boggs with Mr. Fish. 
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Marlenee. 
Mr. Luken with Mr. Udall. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Walgren. 
Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr. 

Ullman. 
Mr. Holland with Mr. McHugh. 
Mr. Pepper with Ms. Oakar. 
Mr. Rangel with Mr. Traxler. 
Mr. Banker with Mr. Alexander. 
Mr. Derrick with Mr. Ford of Michigan. 
Mr. Fithian with Mr. Garcia. 
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Flood. 

Mr. HARSHA changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members may have 
5 legislative days in which 1X> revise and 
extend their remarks, and to include ex
traneous matter, and that I may be per
mitted to include tables, charts, and 
other material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from illinois? 

There was no objection. 

PLOWBACK-THE ANSWER 
(Mr. COLLINS of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Georgia <Mr. 
LEVITAS) raised a good point about our 
adjourning. I want to tell the Members 
one good reason why we should adjourn 
is to go home and find out what is going 
on in this country. For 25 years the 
Democrats have run Congress. They 
created the energy problem, and they do 
not know the solution. The best solution 
of all would be the plowback tax credit. 

Mr. Speaker, energy is Congress big 
problem, but the House failed to provide 
the "plowback" which is the best answer. 
The Senate, in its wisdom, can rectify 
this situation. 

The Republicans strongly urged the 
plowback credit but missed by a few 
votes. The energy crisis in American has 
not been faced by this Democrat dom
inated Congress. Congress makes the 
laws and for these past 25 years the 
Democrats have controlled this Con
gress. Today the Democrats dominate by 
276 to 159. 

Why does the majority party not face 
up to the need for more oil and gas to be 
produced in the United States? Just 6 
years ago the United States was import
ing $3 billion a year in oil, but this year 
the United States will import $60 billion 
of oil in this 1 year. 

Oil is short, but the country keeps im
porting and ruining our financial 
stability. 

Congress placed price controls of $5.50 
a barrel on U.S. oil. But OPEC oil from 
abroad went right on up and today 
OPEC oil landed at a U.S. port at $22.40 
a barrel. 

Now there are several price tiers on 
U.S. oil. 

But as U.S. oil is allowed to move up to 
the world price, the House passed a 60-
percent tax on U.S. oil, but a 0-percent 
tax on OPEC oil. How can American oil 
companies get the capital they need 
when their own Government taxes 
Americans 60 percent on rising prices 
and taxes OPEC 0 percent on rising 
prices. 

This Carter administration plan called 
windfall profits solves nothing. This is a 
tax on U.S. companies for rising prices 
caused by the OPEC oil producing coun
tries. The tax is not on profits but on 
prices. If producing costs go up 45 per
cent and a 60 percent tax is added, the 
company could lose 5 percent despite a 
higher price. 

America needs oil. 
Remember that we only recovered 30 

percent of the oil when the well was 
drilled with primary production. But now 
with $22.40 a barrel that we are paying 
OPEC, we could pay American oil com
panies $22 and they can recover 30 per
cent more out of all of America's oil 
wells by secondary and tertiary recovery. 

But the capital funds must be avail
able. There is capital if oil is deregulated 
and the price increases are "plowback" 
capital for the U.S. oil companies. The 
plowback credit requires all money from 
this credit to go back into U.S. oil ex
ploration and development. 

The on companies have a great record 
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of reinvestment in seeking more oil. Let 
us review actual records that we have: 

1. 1978 Sun 011 Company: 
$365 million, net income. 
$453 million, capital expenditures. 
2. 1977 Top U.S. Oil Companies-Reinvest

ment: 
$7.87 billion, net income. 
$15.57 billion, capital investment and ex

ploration costs. 
3. 1976 v. 1975 Sample of 44 Representative 

Oil Companies: 
$28.6 billion, cash fiow from profits plus 

depreciation .. 
$28.8 billion, capital expenditures; 7 .1 per

cent increase in capital expenditures. 
To finance the cash fiow shortfall, long 

term debt for the 44 company group was ex
pended 10.9 percent by outside borrowing. 

4. 1975 v. 1974 43 Oil Company Group: 
Capital and exploration expenditures in

creased 4.6 percent despite decreased earn
ings. $26.9 billion reinvestment versus $11.6 
billion in earnings. 

5. 1973 v. 1972 43 Oil Company Group: 
$11.8 billion, net income. 
$16.3 billion, capital and exploration ex

penses; 14.0 percent increase in capital ex
penditures. 

6. 1969 1. 1968 36 Oil Company Group: 
$6.8 billion, net income. 
$12.87 billion, capital and exploratory ex

penditures. 

OBJECTION TO THE AUGUST 
RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. CouRTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
This House, this Congress cannot recess 
in the face of this energy crisis. There 
are too many important energy bills re
quiring our attention to justify our time 
away from Washington. To turn our 
backs on this legislation-no matter for 
how short a period-is to turn our backs 
on the American people. The people are 
crying out for a short-term solution to 
the gas lines. They want assurances that 
they will have the fuel oil to keep their 
homes warm this winter. They are de
manding that we do everything in our 
power to insure the energy independence 
of America. 

Mr. Speaker, if our predecessors in the 
Continental Congress had shown this 
eagerness to escape the heat and the 
problems in Philadelphia in 1776, we 
would still be a part of the British Em
pire. 

Breaking our ties with OPEC today, is 
as important as the severing of the apron 
strings with England in 1776--our free
dom to act as we choose, our self deter
mination as a nation, the independence 
of America depends on it. 

Our citizens have always held dear the 
unique American qualities of will and de
termination. Yet this Congress lacks the 
will and the determination to face and 
resolve our Nation's energy crisis. We 
have a sworn commitment to the people 
of the United States to provide them with 
the leadership and the guidance they 
need in these trying times. Consider what 
needs to be done. I urge you to stay here 
and act on the substantive and effective 
energy legislation that this country 
needs.e 

THE MURDER OF FEDERAL Dffi
TRICT JUDGE JOHN W. WOOD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. GoNZALEz) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
for the purpose of giving an interim re
port on the progress or lack of progress 
in the solution of the unprecedented 
murder of Federal District Judge John 
w. Wood, nor is there a proximation of 
solution to the attempted murder of the 
Assistant Federal District Attorney, 
James W. Kerr last November. 

I will remind the House that Judge 
Wood was assassinated in the waning 
hours of the month of May and, regret
fully, I must report that no more progress 
has been made indicating any kind of a 
lead of any substance or any kind of a 
lead leading to a solution of this very 
dastardly crime. It is an unprecedented 
crime. No Federal district judge has been 
assassinated in this century, and there 
has been one case, perhaps, in the en
tire history of the judiciary before it. 

The involvement I have described on 
prior occasions. The case gets a little bit 
more complex. But what I am firmly re
solved and pledged to do is not to let this 
case go into the penumbra of forgetful
ness, into the dust of history, as in the 
case of the Hoffa mystery where we have 
the disappearance of a most prominent 
American, with no trace, and the law en
forcement agencies with no ability to 
solve that case over the course of years. 

Mr. Speaker, I am determined and I 
will persist until the case involving the 
murder of John W. Wood and the at
tempted assassination of James W. Kerr 
are resolved fully and completely. In the 
meanwhile, the manifestations of the 
presence of the most sophisticated and 
organized elements of crime are quite 
apparent, even to the most naive of lay
men. The case seems to be tied in by law 
enforcement agents with one pending in 
the jurisdiction of El Paso, some 600 
miles away from the scene of the murder, 
but one in which Judge Wood was to be 
the presiding judge. The defendant in 
this case has very tight connections with 
organized crime based in Las Vegas, and 
I think it is very instructive to say that 
his lawyer happens to be the personal 
lawyer for the No. 1 chieftan of organized 
crime or the syndicate, Meyer Lansky, 
which shows the rel·ative range of im
portance involved in all of these trans
actions. 

Mr. Speaker, I must, though, in truth
fulness, report to the House that no prog
ress up to date has really been made 
leading to the solution of these two 
crimes. 

THE 1979 CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. FLooD) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, the 1979 
Captive Nations Week-the 20th anni
versary of this Nation's tradition-was 
successfully proclaimed and observed in 

all parts of our country and abroad. This 
reminder of America's natural alliance 
with over 1 billion captive people in Cen
tral Europe, within the U.S.S.R., in Asia, 
and Cuba is in the fullest spirit of human 
rights and represents an Achilles Heel to 
all the illegitimate Communist regimes, 
particularly the imperialist Moscow one. 
Going into the 1980's, we must continue 
with this tradition more than ever be
fore. 

As reports continue to flow in on the 
1979 week, I shall select examples for my 
colleagues to indicate the scope of the 
observance. I commend to their attention 
the following: First, proclamations by 
Governors Hugh L. Carey of New York 
and Ed Herschler of Wyoming; second, 
those by Mayor Stanley A. Cmich of Can
ton, Ohio, Thomas J. Early of Worcester, 
Mass., and Gerald W. Graves of Lansing, 
Mich.; third, a salute to Boston by NCNC 
Chairman, Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky and 
items from the Boston Captive Nations 
Committee; fourth, an editorial and re
port in the Catholic Standard, July 5 and 
12; fifth, an article on "Understanding 
Russian Fears"; and sixth an article by 
Spotlight on "Patriots Plan Observances 
of Captive Nations Week. 

The material follows: 
PROCLAMATION-STATE OF NEW YORK 

The greatness of the United States is in 
large part attributable to its ability, through 
the democratic process, to achieve a harmo
nious national unity among its citizenry, 
which has sprung from infinitely diverse 
backgrounds. 

The harmonious unification of our soci
ety has led the free people of our Nation to 
champion understanding and sympathy for 
the aspirations of peoples in other nations 
throughout the world. 

The commemoration of Captive Nations 
Week is dedicated to the spirit and hope of 
enslaved peoples in their continuing quest 
for freedom and self-deterinination in their 
beloved native lands. 

The freedom-loving people in captive lands 
look to the United States as a citadel of 
freedom and to the American people as a 
source of guidance and inspiration. 

The Captive Nations Committee of New 
York will hold appropriate activities 
throughout the week to commemorate this 
annual observance and to address the issue 
of human rights and justice on behalf of 
the oppressed peoples in captive nations. 

Now, therefore, I, Hugh L. Carey, Gov
ernor of the State of New York, do hereby 
proclaim the week of July 15-21, 1979, as 
"Captive Nations Week" in New York State. 

PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus
sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, !del-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the desire for Uberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations consti
tutes a powerful deterrent to any ambitions 
of Communist leaders to initiate a major 
war; and. 

Whereas, the freedom-loving peoples of the 
captive nations look to the United States as 
the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States as leaders in 
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bringing about their freedom and independ
ence ; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July each year 
as Captive Nations Week and inviting the 
people of the United States to observe such 
week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
and activities; expressing their sympathy 
with and support for the just aspirations of 
captive peoples; 

Now, Therefore, I, Ed Herschler, Governor 
of the State of Wyoming, do hereby proclaim 
that the week commencing July 15, 1979 be 
observed as "Captive Nations Week" in 
Wyoming, and call upon the citizens of 
Wyoming to join with others in observing this 
week by offering prayers and dedicating their 
efforts for the peaceful liberation of op
nressed and subjugated peoples all over the 
world. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused the Great Seal of the 
State of Wyoming to be affixed this twelfth 
day of July, 1979. 

"CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK" JULY 15-21 , 1979 
Whereas; the imperialistic policies of Rus

sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, 
East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland China, 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Korea, 
Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, 
Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North Vietnam, 
Cuba, and others, and 

Whereas; the desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
the peoples in these conquered nations con
stitutes a powerful deterrent to any ambi
tions of Communist leaders to initiate a 
major war; and 

Whereas; the freedom-loving peoples of 
the captive nations look to the United States 
as the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States as leaders in 
bringing about their freedom and independ
ence; and 

Whereas; the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July each year 
as the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States to observe such 
week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
and activities; 

Now, Therefore, I, Stanley A. Cmich, Mayor 
of the City of Canton; do hereby proclaim 
the week of July 15- 21, 1979 as "Captive Na
tions Week" and urge that all citizens sup
port this annual recognition of the intent 
and purpose of the Communist dominated 
and oppressed peoples of the world to regain 
their freedom. 

PROCLAMATION 
Whereas: The imperialistic policies of Rus

sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, Byelorussia, Rumania, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Korea, Albania, 
Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Tibet, 
Cossackia, Turkestan, North Vietnam, Cuba, 
Cambodia, South Vietnam, Laos and others; 
and 

Whereas: The desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations consti
tutes a powerful deterrent to any ambitions 
of Communist leaders and initiate a major 
war; and 

Whereas: The freedom loving peoples in 
the captive nations look to the United 
States as the citadel of human freedom and 
to the people of the Unit ed St a t es as the 
leaders in bringing about their freedom and 
independence; and 

Whereas: The Congress of the United 
States, by unanimous vote passed Public Law 
86-90 establishing the third week in July 
each year as Captive Nations Week and in
viting the people of the United States to 
observe such week with appropriate prayer, 
ceremonies and activities; expressing their 
sympathy with and support for the just 
aspirations of captive peoples; 

Now, therefore, I, Thomas J. Early, Mayor 
of the City of Worcester, do hereby pro
claim the week of July 15-21, 1979, to be 
"Captive Nations Week" in the City of Wor
cester, and call upon the citizens to join 
with others in observing this week by offer
ing prayers and dedicating their efforts for 
the peaceful liberation of the captive 
nations. 

PROCLAMATION . 
Whereas: The imperialistic policies of Rus

sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czech-Slo
vakia, Lativa, Estonia, White Ruthenia, 
Rumania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Main
land China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
North Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, 
Croatia, Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turke
stan, North Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas: The desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations con
stitutes a powerful deterrent to any ambi
tions of Communist leaders to initiate a 
major war; and 

Whereas: The f,reedom-loving peoples of 
the captive nations look to the United States 
as the citadel of human freedom and to 
the people of the United States as leaders 
in bringing about their freedom and inde
pendence; and 

Whereas: The Congress of the United 
States by unanimous vote passed Public Law 
86-90 establishing the third week in July 
each year as Captive Nations Week and in
viting the people of the United States to 
observe such week with appropriate prayers, 
ceremonies and activities; expressing their 
sympathy with and support for the just 
aspirations of captive peoples. 

Now, therefore, I, Gerald W. Graves, Mayor 
of the city of Lansing, by the power vested 
in me, do hereby proclaim the week of 
July 15, 1979, to July 21, 1979, as "Captive 
Nations Week'' in Lansing, and call upon 
all citizens to join with me in observing this 
week by offering prayers and dedicating their 
efforts for the peaceful liberation of op
pressed and subjugated peoples all over the 
world. 

ALEXANDRIA, VA., July 15,1979. 
Dear friends of the captive nations, as Na

tional Captive Nations Committee chairman, 
I most warmly congratulate your Captive 
Nations Committee for its contributions and 
achievements in implementing Public Law 
86-90 for the past two decades. For. the 
northeast region of our country your efforts, 
led particularly by Orest Szczudluk, have 
been outstanding, and thus vitally contribu
tory to the overall national effort to show 
that the captive nations in toto, especially 
those in the USSR, are the Achilles heal of 
Moscow and the hope of the west. We'll per
severe for the good and just. 

Sincerely, 
LEV E . DoBRIANSKY . 

PRESS RELEASE 
The week of July 15-21, 1979, will be ob

served as "Captive Nations Week" in the 
nation and in Massachusetts, according to 
proclamations issued by President Jimmy 
Carter and ·Governor Edward J. King. The 
purpose of the Captive Nations Week is to 
salute captive nations under Russian com-

munist domination and reaffirm our support 
for their freedom and national independence. 

On Wednesday, July 18, 1979, starting at 
11:30 a.m. a special commemorative program 
will be held in Doric Hall-Massachusetts 
State House, Beacon Hill, Boston, in observ
ance of the "Captive Nation Week" in Bos
ton. The program will include prayers, read
ing of proclamations, a talk about captive 
nations and their aspirations for national 
independence and some cultural entertain
ment. 

During the program, a plaque of appre
ciation will be presented to the Honorable 
John W. McCormack, retired Congressman 
from Boston and Speaker of the U.S. House of 
Representatives for his contributions to the 
enactment of the Captive Nations Week Re
solution in July 1959. 

The public is cordially invited to attend 
the observance at the State House. 

This year marks the 20th anniversary of 
the enactment of the Captive Nations Week 
Resolution, known as Public Law 86-90. The 
resolution listed 22 original captive nations: 
Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Beylorussia, Idel-Ural, Cossackia, 
Turkestan, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, Georgia, East 
Germany, Mainland China, North Vietnam, 
North Korea, Tibet. Added to the list were: 
Serbia, Groatla, Slovenia, Cuba, Cambodia, 
South Vietnam and Laos: 

In his 1979 "Captive Nations Week" proc
lamation, President Jimmy Carter stated : 
"Americans now, as at all times in our his
tory, remain steadfast in our belief that 
liberty and national independence are among 
the universal birthrights of mankind." 

Governor King's proclamation noted: 
"The establishment of national and Inde
pendent States by all captive nations and the 
the decolonization of the Soviet Union Em
pire would contribute significantly to a just 
and lasting peace in the world and to the 
freedom of all nations." 

This year's observance of the "Captive 
Nations Week" in Boston is sponsored by the 
1979 Captive Nations Week Committee and 
active participation of Lithuanian American 
Council of Boston, American National Lat
vian League In Boston and Ukrainian Con
gress Committee of America--Boston Chap
ter. "This year's observance of the 'Captive 
Nations Week' provides yet another oppor
tunity to use to manifest our concern for 
freedom and national independence of all 
captive nations under Russian communist 
domination," stated Orest Szczudluk, a 
spokesman for the Captive Nations Week 
Committee and vice president of the Ukrain
ian Congress Committee of America In 
Boston. 

BOSTON, MAss., July 6, 1979. 

20TH ANNIVERSARY OF CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
This year's observance is sponsored by: 

Lithuanian American Council of Boston, 
American National Latvian League in Boston, 
Inc., and Ukrainian Congress Committee of 
America-Boston Chapter. 

President Jimmy Carter and Governor Ed
ward J. King designated the Week of July 15-
21 as "Captive Nations Week" in the nation 
and in Massachusetts respectively. 

In his proclamation of June 22, President 
Carter stated : "Americans now, as at all 
times in history, remain steadfast in our be
lief that liberty and national independence 
are among the universal birthrights of man
kind. Remembering our democratic heritage 
and our commitment to human rights, let us 
take this occasion to reaffirm our admiration 
for all men and women around the world who 
are committed to the cause of freedom. And 
mindfall of our own rich and diverse herit
age, let us express our compassion and re
spect for persons around the world still seek
ing the realization of these ideals in their 
own lands." 
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Governor King's proclamation stated: "The 
captive nations of Central and Eastern Eu
rope-Armenia, Byelorussia, Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Ukraine, Georgia and others
have not accepted the Soviet Russian en
slavement and continue to struggle for their 
national and independent states. The estab
lishment of national and independent States 
by all captive nations and the decolonization 
of the Soviet Union Empire would contribute 
significantly to a just and lasting peace in 
the world and to the freedom of all nations." 

The "Captive Nations Week Resolution" of 
July 17, 1959, enumerated 22 original captive 
nations in the following order (year of com
munist domination is in the brackets): Po
land (1947). Hungary (1949), Lithuania 
(1940), Ukraine (1920), Czechoslovakia 
(1948), Latvia (1940), Estonia (1940), Byelo
russia (1920), Rumania (1947), East Ger
many ( 1949) , Bulgaria ( 1946), Mainland 
China (1949), Armenia (1920), Azerbaijan 
(1920), Georgia (1920), North Korea (1948), 
Albania (1946), Idel-Ural (1920), Tibet 
(1951}, Cossackia (1920), Turkestan (1922), 
North Vietnam (1954). Added since were: 
Cuba (1960), Cambodia (1975), South Viet
nam {1975), Laos (1975). 

(From the Catholic Standard, July 5, 1979] 
BRAVE LITHUANIANS 

It is easy to be a Catholic in the United 
States but there are many places in the world 
where being a Catholic requires courage. 

It may take the most courage of all in 
Lithuania where a nation is totally in the 
control of the Soviet Union and just being 
a faithful Catholic may bring you imprison
ment or death. 

So consider the tremendous courage of 522 
Catholic priests in Lithuania. They have tak
en a public stand against a Decree on Reli
gious Associations where Soviet government 
officials are given virtual control over 
churches and their organizations. 

The protest statement was signed by 522 
of Lithuania's 708 priests-there may have 
been good reasons the others did not sign. 
What these brave priests told Soviet author
ities was that they cannot obey laws which 
contradict the Church. Their first loyalty is 
to the Church, its laws and its bishops, the 
priests said in their sta,tement, and they 
asked for a repeal of anti-religious laws and 
an end to state interference in the appoint
ment of priests. 

They are joined by Lithuanian Catholics, 
who are under the same oppressive rule that 
threatens their lives and freedom if they are 
openly Catholic. 

It is a time for us to remember the people 
in captive nations, pray for them, support 
them in every way we can-and, most of all, 
to reflect on how we in our religious freedom 
!ail so often to appreciate how fortunate we 
are and fail to unite ourselves in loyalty to 
the Church, its laws and its bishops. Where 
the Church is under persecution, Catholics 
recognize how basic this loyalty is to our 
unity.-D.F. 

[From the Catholic Standard, July 12, 19791 
CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 

We were a week early with our cartoon on 
Captive Nations Week-it is observed 
July 15-21. But the situation that is ob
served in this week is one that should be 
close to our hearts. 

When 20 years ago President Eisenhower 
proclaimed the first Captive Nations Week, it 
was to unite us with the longing for free
dom of those once free and independent 
nations in Central and Eastern Europe, in
cluding the non-Russian nations absorbed 
under Communist domination into the USSR. 

President Eisenhower said that our nation 
should keep in mind this injustice "until 
such time as freedom and independence shall 
have been achieved for all the captive na
tions of the world." 

In those 20 years since the first proclama
tion none of the captive nations have re
gained freedom or independence. But our 
dedication to the cause of their freedom 
should be stronger than ever. 

Among the human rights to which we are 
dedicated ls the right of nations to be free. 
Captive Nations Week is a reminder to us 
that nations are not free, that still many are 
under Russian domination, and with there
minder we must commit ourselves to support 
oppressed peoples in their captivity.-D. F. 

(From tJhe King Features Syndicate, May 25, 
1979] 

UNDERSTANDING RUSSIAN FEARS 
(By Ronald Reagan) 

Most Americans probably think of the 
Soviet Union as "Russia," a country popu
lated by "Russians." The Russians wish it 
were so, but today they make up less than 50 
percent of the population of the vast U.S.S.R. 
and the birthrate doesn't favor them. 

There are 50 nationality groups in the 
U.S.S.R. with populations of 100,000 or more 
22 of them have more than a million each. 
Andrei Amalrik, who left the Soviet Union to 
take up a new life at Harvard's Russian Re
search center, wrote recently, "This variety 
of nationalities, part of which were inde
pendent states or belonged to other states 
during the past century, contradicts the uni
tarian Soviet system. The conflict is some
What mitigated by the existence of natlional 
republics, but their autonomy exists large
ly on paper; the central authorities always 
try-sometimes cruelly sometimes subtly
to replace the national languages and tradi
tions with common Soviet traditions and the 
Russian language." 

When those two Russian diplomats who 
had been caught spying in the U.S. were ex
changed recently for five :men freed from the 
Gulag, one of those men, a Ukrainian, 
brought home to the free world just how 
crushing this "Russification" program can 
be to a proud nationality. 

Va.lentyn Moroz had spent 14 of his 43 
years in Soviet jails. A scholar and historian. 
Moroz h81d defied "Russifica.tion" of his na
tive Ukra,ine by presenting the faots about 
how the Russians were trying to smother its 
nationality. 

Amalrik says, ". . . 'Russification' is due 
less to the strength of the Russian central 
authorities than to their weakness. Their 
weakness is caused first by a fear of the de
creasing percentage of Russla,ns in the na
tional demographic balance and second by 
a crisis of ideology." 

Valentyn Moroz--<>ne brave voice-clearly 
rubbed the Russian authorities the wrong 
way, for he demanded cultural freedom for 
the Ukraine. Indirectly he was speaking for 
such other distinct nationalities within the 
Soviet empire as the Georgians, Byelorus
sians, Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians and 
Armenians-not to mention the satellite 
communist states of central and eastern 
Europe. 

Soviet policies designed to wipe out nation
al consciousness from among their subjects 
range from mass deportations from ancestral 
homelands all the way to murder, according 
to Moroz. 

And nothing is sacred, he says. A few years 
ago holy Ukranian icons were "borrowed" for 
use by the Soviet government. Even though 
their return had been guaranteed in writing, 
the people of the Ukraine have not seen them 
since 1963. In another case a Soviet official in 
charge of "cultural affairs" ordered the burn
ing of highly-prized, centuries-old graphics 
in the Lvov museum. 

Valentyn Moroz, as he stepped into the 
light of freedom, set an example for the rest 
of us, it seems to me. He has learned impor
tant truths from terrible experiences. Un
daunted, he kept on writing and speaking 
out for the freedom of his people's heritage 

and culture, despite the dangers to him per
sonally. He has proved that the longing for 
freedom can be stronger than the weapons of 
tyranny. It is often ignored in international 
relations, but it is a power in the human 
spirit to be reckoned with. 

PATRIOTS PLAN OBSERVANCES OF CAPTIVE 
NATIONS WEEK 

WASHINGTON.-The 20th anniversary Of 
Captive Nations Week will be observed 
throughout the free world July 15-21, afford
ing patriots their foremost opportunity this 
year to rally in support of the victiiUS of So
viet imperialism. 

In at least a dozen American cities, and in 
many foreign countries, mammoth demon
strations on be.ha.lf of the captive peoples of 
Europe, Asia and Latin America are planned. 

The House of Representatives will also con
sider the plight of the Captive Nations and 
their oppressed peoples. Each year, a "special 
order" sets aside in advance time during the 
week for members to speak out in aid of the 
30 Captive Nations. (This is the conservative, 
official congressional count, and does not in
clude some nations under strong Soviet in
fluence, such as Panama.) 

Rep. Edward J. Derwinski's (R-Ill.} office 
told The Spotlight on June 26 that the spe
cial order will be on July 18. Derwinski is a 
leader of the Captive Nations Week move
ment. 

CAPTIVE 59 YEARS 
The Captive Nations are defined as those 

which have come under communist domi
nation primarily as a result of Soviet 
imperialism. 

The first bloc of these have been prisoners 
for 59 years; in 1920, the Bolshevik govern
ment of Soviet Russia began conquering in
dependent nations adjacent to Russia proper. 

These nations-including part of Armenia, 
Ukraine, Byelorussia and Georgia--were or
ganized as captives in the USSR. 

Throughout the following years, in succes
sive waves, Soviet Russia added additJional 
nations to its empire; its single largest ac
quisition took place in the late 1940s, when 
Presidents FrankLin Roooevelt and Harry 
Truman signed Eastern Europe over to the 
Red Army. 

The Spotlight (June 27, 1977) has exam
ined in detail the creation of Soviet Russia's 
empire of Captive Nations. The Spotlight's 
"Christian Holocaust" series (Sept. 18, Oct. 9 
and 23, 1978; Jan. 1 and 8, Feb. 19, March 5, 
April 23 and May 14) has also documented 
the Soviets' calculated murder of scores of 
millions of Christia.n.s. 

INCENSES COMMISSARS 
Captive Nations Week was established by a 

Joint Resolution of Congress in 1959. The 
law declaring the third week of July as Cap
tive Nations Week was passed after years of 
spontaneous demonstrations on their behalf 
by anticommunists in the U.S. and abroad. 

(Communist reaction to any display of 
support for the captive peoples has always 
been particularly hysterical; in 1959, the 
Hungarian revolt of 1956 (Spotlight, Oct. 17, 
1977 and Oct. 23, 1978) and the East Gennan 
and Polish rebellions of 1953 were still fresh 
in the minds of the Kremlin's kaga.ns.) 

Soviet dictator Nikita Khrushchev was 
outraged by the establishment of Captive 
Nations Week and vilified it both personally 
and through the Soviet propaganda machme. 

The Captive Nations Week resolution, in 
addition to defining Congress views on the 
Soviet empire, directed the president to an
nually issue a Captive Nations Week procla
mation; President Eisenhower did so, force
fully, in 1959 and 1960. 

Ike issued his first proclamation the very 
day the Joint Resolution passed Congress. 
Eisenhower affirmed U.S. support for "the 
many nations throughout the world (that) 
have been made captive by the imperialist 



21344 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 3D, 1979 

and aggressive policies of Soviet commu
n!l.sm." 

PROCLAMATiON GUTTED 

Ike issued the same proclamation--com
plete with denunciations by name of Soviet 
Russia--in 1960. 

President John Kennedy, however, gutted 
the Captive Nations Week proclamation; the 
mush which Kennedy produced left out any 
reference to communism. Russia, Soviet pol
icy, Soviet imperialism, "Soviet-dominated 
nations," the plight of the Capti~e Nations 
and everything else which made Ike's procla
mations so forceful and which so enraged 
the Kremlin. The Spotlight (June 27, 1977 
and May 29, 1978) has examined the decline 
of the proclamations. 

The Kremlin continued to denounce the 
annual observances after 1960 (despite the 
fact that Kennedy's proclamations were bland 
and weak); because Congress still independ
ently championed the Captive Nations, and 
patriotic Americans demonstrated in support 
of them. 

After Kennedy gutted the spirit of the Cap
tive Nations proclamation, subsequent pres
idents could not have strengthened the lan
guage without being attacked for "escalating" 
the "cold war" and increasing "international 
tension." 

ABANDON CAPTIVE PEOPLES 

President Jimmy Carter, however, sought 
to go Kennedy one better. Carter tried in 
1977 to forgo issuing any proclamation at an 
(Spotlight, Aug. 8, 1977). 

This, remember, was during the time when 
Carter's pious "human rights" rhetoric was a 
dally feature of the liberal EstabliShment 
media. 

Patricia Deria.n, the State Department's 
designated "human rights expert," said then 
she was "not overly concerned" that Carter 
was not issuing a Captive Nations proclama
tion. "It's not as if we were sending money 
to Chile," she said {Chile has a. strongly anti
communist government). 

Miss Deria.n was identified as a Marxist a. 
few months ago by Nicaraguan President 
Anastasio Somoza, who is battling to pre
vent his country from becoming another Cap
tive Nation. 

Carter's 1977 attempt to ignore the Captive 
Nations miscarried after patriotic citizens and 
members of Congress brought pressure to 
bear; Carter grudingly issued the proclama
tion a few hours before the members of tihe 
House were scheduled to roast him. 

RALLIES PLANNED, CONGRESS ACTIVE 

Captive Nations Week observances are 
planned this year in (at least) New York 
City; Chicago; Phoenix; San Diego; Buffalo; 
Pittsburgh; Boston; Cleveland; Syracuse, 
N.Y.; Philadelphia and New Orleans. In addi
tion, South Korea., the Philippines and the 
Republic of (Free) China on Taiwan will hold 
observances. 

Meanwhile, representatives are already ac
tively preparing for captive Nations Week; 
in addition to Derwinski's plan, Rep. Daniel 
J. Flood (D-Pa..) has placed two speeches and 
two lengthy articles on the Captive Nations 
in the "Congressional Record."e 

THE PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 
OF 1979 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. BINGHAM ) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I o.m 
today introducing a bill which would re
quire a court order before law enforce
ment officials could break and enter into 
private premises to install eavesdropping 
equipment. My bill, the Protection of 
Privacy Act of 1979, shares the same goal 
as H.R. 4854, introduced last week by my 

friend, the able gentleman from New 
York, Mr. WEiss. I am a cosponsor of the 
Weiss bill and I am happy to have the 
gentleman as a cosponsor of mine. 

I am including in the RECORD, at this 
point, an editorial from the Philadelphia 
Inquirer which swnmarizes the recent 
Supreme Court decision in Dalia against 
United States and argues persuasively 
for enactment of the type of legislation 
which I am introducing to protect "a 
basic right of privacy." 

My bill differs from the Weiss bill in 
a number of important details. In gen
eral the Protection of Privacy Act would 
give the courts greater control over the 
activities of law enforcement offici•als 
while they are on private premises with
out the consent of the occupant. It also 
sets tighter standards for the issuance of 
a break-in order. 

Unlike the Weiss bill, the Protection 
of Privacy Act expressly provides crim
inal penalties for an unauthorized 
break-in. It would require all applica
tions for a break-in order to originate 
with the Attorney General of the United 
States or an assistant which he desig
nates or the chief prosecuting attorney 
of a State or political subdivision. 

In addition to the reauirements which 
the applicant must meet under the Weiss 
bill, the Protection of Privacy Act would 
require the applicant to explain why 
means less intrusive than a break-in 
would not be successful. 

The applicant would not only have to 
describe the premises to be entered, but 
would have to name those areas within 
the premises which he believes must be 
entered. 

An estimate of the amount of time 
which the break-in should last would 
also have to be supplied. Finally, the ap
plicant would have to advise the court of 
any previous actions known to him con
cerning a break-in involving the same: 
persons or premises. 

All of these factors should be known 
to a judge so that he may better deter
mine the need for a break-in. 

My bill would require a break-in order 
to be in writing. It would have to specify 
the areas within the premises which may 
be entered and the date and time (allow
ing for one alternate time and date) 
when the break-in may be carried out 
so that the intrusion would be minimized 
to the greatest possible degree. It would 
prohibit law enforcement officials from 
opening any locked enclosures, such as a 
locked desk drawer or closet, located 
within an area approved for entry. 

My bill would give a judge the author
ity to require an applicant for a break-in 
order to report back to him after the 
break-in to insure that the authority had 
not been exceeded. The bill would pro
vide for exclusion of evidence obtained as 
a result of an unauthorized break-in, or 
if the order was insufficient on its face. 

Perhaps the two most important pro-
tections offered by my bill would be the 
provisions giving a judge the discretion 
to deny permission for a break-in and 
prohibiting the use of a break-in order in 
conjunction or in concert with a warrant 
or order other than an eavesdrop order. 

Protecting the private premises of an 
individual is extremely important to our 
American way of life. It is possible that 

an applicant could meet all the require
ments of this bill but, in the opinion of 
the judge, the facts of the case still might 
not justify allowing an intrusion of the 
magnitude of a break-in. 

My bill gives a judge the discretion to 
turn down an application in such an in
stance. 

The need for individuals to have some 
private place to escape from the problems 
of the modern world, where they can re
flect, relax, study, or just be themselves 
is greater now than ever. 

The authors of our Constitution were 
wise enough to recognize this when they 
included the fourth amendment as a part 
of the Bill af Rights. 

I hope Congress will reaffirm its belief 
in this constitutional principle respecting 
individual privacy and promoting in
dividuality by passing legislation along 
the lines of the Protection of Privacy Act 
and/ or H.R. 4854. 

SUPREME COURT ERODES A BASIC RIGHT OF 
PRIVACY 

The United States Supreme Court, in a. 
technically complex case involving the re
straints under which police authorites must 
proceed in implementing court-authorized 
electronic eavesdropping, has established a. 
doctrine which erodes the privacy rights of 
all Americans. It leaves to the Congress the 
responsibility to reestablish explicitly the 
protections which the court, in a split deci
sion, has take~ away. 

The decision came in Dalia v. U.S., involv
ing the conviction of a. New Jersey man for 
receiving stolen property. In seeking evi
dence against Lawrence Dalia., agents of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation obtained a. 
court order, under the provisioD;S of the 1968 
Omnibus Crime Control Act, which allowed 
them to use electronic eavesdropping devices. 

Fine, that is what the law allows, and it is 
a valuable weapon, especially in cases of or
ganized crime and political corruption. But 
taking the principle a step beyond the 
specifics of either the statute or the judge's 
order, the FBI agents pried open a window 
in Dalia's office and planted a. "bugging" de
vice in the ceiling. The conversations thus 
recorded eventually coDJtributed to his con
viction. 

In their appeal, Dalia's lawyers contended 
his rights were violated at three levels: (1) 
That the Fourth Amendment's prohibition of 
unreasonable search and seizure made all 
covert entry into private property unaccept
able; (2·) That since the 1968 law is specifi
cally silent on the question of covert entry 
in order to install eavesdropping equipment, 
it does not give police agents or the war
rant-issuing courts the power to authorize 
covert entry; and (3) That even if the power 
to authorize breaking and en,tering falls im
plicitly to the judge, he then is required to 
issue a separate, explicit order permitting it. 

Properly, the Supreme Court unanimously 
rejected the first argument. To have done 
otherwise would have been to deny the Con
gress and the states the right to pass laws 
allowing, under reasonable protections, 
searches and seizures which are fundamen
tally important to respon.sible law-enforce
ment. The court also rejected the second 
contention, on a vote of 6-to-3, and the 
third, 5-to-4. 

In their dissent on the second point, As
sociate Justices John Paul Stevens, William 
J. Brennan Jr. and Thurgood Marshall con
tended that since the statute does not ex
plicitly allow covert entry, the majority's 
opinion "converts silence into thunder." Jus
tice Potter Stewart joined the dissent on the 
third point. 

The dissenting justices went back into the 
history of the Congress's evolution of the 
1968 act and found, in the language of Jus-
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tice Stevens, that "the legislators never even 
considered the possibility that they were 
passing a statute that would authorize fed
eral agents to break into private premises 
without any finding of necessity by a neu
tral and detached magistrate . . . I fear that 
the court's holding may refiect an unarticu
lated presumption that national police of
ficers have the power to carry out a surveil
lance order by whatever means may be neces
sary unless explicitly prohibited by the states 
or by the Constitution. But surely the pre
sumption s~ould run the other way." 

Surely, it should. In ruling to the contrary, 
a majority of the Supreme Court has, once 
again, taken away an important protection 
of individual liberty and privacy which at 
the very least should be determined, with 
the greatest caution, by the Congress. 

The majority has thus laid on the steps of 
the Capitol a challenge-and a responsi
bility-to enact legislation which will, at the 
very least, require that specific and explicit 
cases be made by police authorities who seek 
to break into private premises, and that 
judges empowered to issue warrants for elec
tronic eavesdropping be required to consider 
as a s~parate and even more demanding ques
tion whether breaking and entering can be 
permissible in order to do so.e 

ENERGY ARTICLE NO. 1: GASOHOL 
IS COMING ON STRONG 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Arkansas <Mr. ALEXANDER) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, in 
order to secure the U.S. energy future, 
the national energy strategy must be 
based on a multiple-energy source policy. 
Among those energy sources which we 
can now start bringing on the line-aside 
from expanded drilling and enhanced 
recovery of domestic oil, full utilization 
of nuclear power, and continued encour
agement of conservation in the home, 
business, industry and transportation
are alcohol fuels, particularly ethanol, 
derived from agricultural biomass. 

The new National Alcohol Fuels Com
mission, on which I serve as one of the 
congressional members, will be assessing 
the full potential of alcohol fuels. How
ever, within certain agricultural regions, 
including my State of Arkansas, the 
movement is already well underway to 
produce alcohol fuel, primarily for blend
ing with gasoline to produce "gasohol." 

There appears to be little question that 
gasohol is becoming a popular fuel with 
the motoring public. I believe this dem
onstrates that the public is ready ·to 
accept the alternatives necessary to kick 
the foreign oil habit. 

Attesting to the popularity of gasohol, 
I would like to share with my colleagues 
an article which appears in the current 
issue of the magazine Changing Times. 

The article follows: 
FILL' ER UP WITH GASOHOL 

(NoTE.-In the states where it is available, 
motorists are snapping up this gasoline
alcohol blend for their cars. Can it help ease 
the oil shortage? Could your car run on it?) 

On a balmy evening early last April, Presi
dent Carter proclaimed on national television 
his first widely recorded official endorsement 
of an oil-conserving fuel that has been pow
ering automobiles successfully for more than 
60 years . "From the products of our forests 
and croplands," he declared in his address 
announcing the decontrol of domestic oil 
prices, "we can produce more gasohol-a!-

ready being used to replace gasoline in sev
eral midwestern states." 

As it turns out, the President wasn't 
strictly accurate. Gasohol doesn't really "re
place" gasoline. In fact , 90 percent of it is 
unleaded gasoline. The remaining 10 percent 
is alcohol-200-proof ethyl alcohol, or etha
nol, to be precise. And in that portion of the 
blend lies the basis for some appealing claims 
for this hybrid fuel. 

Gasohol, say its advocates, burns cleaner 
than either leaded or unleaded gasoline and 
cuts carbon monoxide emissions by as much 
as 30 percent. 

It makes many cars run more smoothly, 
reducing engine knock and eliminating 
"dieseling," the tendency of some engines to 
keep running after the ignition has been 
turned off. 

In some tests gasohol has delivered more 
miles per gallon than straight gasoline. 

Since the alcohol component of gasohol 
can be brewed from practically anything 
that grows--corn, sugar cane, potatoes-it is 
a renewable energy source that can help us 
reduce our dependence on imported oil. 

Fermenting the alcohol from farm crops 
would create a new market for farmers, thus 
easing the problem of persistent farm sur
pluses and saving the money the government 
now pays farmers not to grow certain crops, 
such as corn and wheat. 

If there is truth to such claims-and there 
is-then why haven't we embarked on a full
scale gasohol production program so that 
everyone's car can use it? The answer com
prises something of a mixture itself: part 
technology, part economics and part politics. 

Not everyone agrees that gasohol is as 
promising a fuel as its advocates say, but no 
one disagrees with the claim that it works. 
If your car runs well on gasoline with an 
octane rating of about 90, it will run well on 
gasohol with no alteration of your engine. 
Some retailers do advise motorists to keep an 
eye on the fuel line filter when they first 
make the switch because in a dirty engine the 
alcohol loosens sludge and sediment, which 
can clog the filter. 

At one time gasohol opponents warned 
that the alcohol would have a tendency to 
separate from the gasoline in the car's tank, 
causing hard starting in winter and vapor 
lock in summer. But millions of miles of 
driving in the seasonal extremes of the Mid
west haven't support3d that argument, and 
such warnings aren't heard much anymore. 

The fact that gasohol works so well makes 
it difficult for an oil-hungry nation to re
sist. Gasohol seems to offer us a way to 
stretch gasoline supplies by 10 % without 
having to discover a single additional drop 
of oil. Its advocates insist that that is exactly 
what it would do. Its opponents-who have 
been found mostly in the large oil com
panies and, until recently, in the federal gov
ernment-argue that too many roadblocks 
stand between the relatively small scale 
produotion of today and a program large 
enough to make a significant contribution to 
our energy needs. 

HOW MUCH MORE CAN WE MAKE? 

Right now most of the alcohol going into 
gasohol comes from a single plant in De
catur, Til., operated by the Archer Daniels 
Midland Co. A couple of smaller plants else
where in the country add a little bit more. 
Altogether these distilleries are making 
enough ethanol to mix up about a million 
gallons of gasohol a day-less than Y:z of 1% 
of the country's daily gasoline consumption. 
Before those numbers can grow significantly, 
gasoholics will have to convince potential 
investors in new plants that they can re
solve a number of disputes in their favor . 

Raw materials. Opponents of a large-scale 
gasohol program say that producing enough 
ethyl alcohol to replace a significant amount 
of gasoline would require such huge crops 
that too much of the country's farm acreage 
would have to be diverted from food produc-

tion. Gasohol defenders insist that the mil
lions of acres the government keeps out of 
production deliberately each year are suffi
cient to grow the crops needed for an alcohol 
fermentation program that could replace 
10 % of all the gasoline we burn. Further
more, they say, the land wouldn't be lost for 
food production entirely. Fermentation of 
such starchy crops as corn yields a high
protein by-product that could be sold on 
world markets, thus helping to reduce the 
troublesome deficit in our balance of pay
ments. 

Cost. It costs about three times as much 
to make a gallon of ethanol in today's plants 
as it does to refine a gallon of gasoline. 
Thus, adding ethanol to gasoline raises the 
price at the pump. But most dealers have 
been selling gasohol as fast as they can get 
it, thanks in part to tax breaks that bring 
down the fuel 's price. It is exempt from the 
4-cents-a-gallon federal gasoline tax until 
September 1984, and in Iowa, where it sells 
best, gasohol was voted an exemption from 
the state levy on gasoline. The results of 
these and other tax breaks is that in most 
places gasohol sells at about the same price 
as unleaded premium gas. Gasohol backers 
say that technological advances in new 
plants will bring the price down even more. 
Nevertheless, conservation, not economy, 
will continue to be gasohol's strongest sell
ing point. 

Energy balance. Perhaps the most stinging 
charge gasohol 's detractors make is that 
the production of ethanol consumes more 
energy than the fuel eventually delivers in 
your car. Gasoholics say this criticism misses 
the point. The alcohol from distillation 
plants burning coal, municipal refuse or 
some other plentiful commodity would ex
tend our supply of gasoline, which is scarce. 
Besides, they say, studies showing a nega
tive energy balance were made at old plants 
producing beverage-grade alcohol. Produc
ers of fuel-grade alcohol needn't be as fussy 
about purity, and new plants would incor
porate technological improvements that de
liver the alcohol with a favorable energy 
balance. So far, though, such a plant has not 
been built. 

GETTING FROM HERE TO THERE 

For most Americans the debate over gaso
hol is purely academic, since the fuel is 
probably not sold at their local filling sta
tions. Of the 600 to 700 gasohol stations in 
the country, most are in one state, Iowa. 
Nebraska, Illinois and Indiana sport a num
ber of outlets, and a few stations are located 
in each of about a dozen other states. The 
reason for the fuel 's popularity in the farm
ing states is simple: The ethanol going into 
gasohol so far has been distilled almost ex
clusively from corn, and corn is a very big 
farm crop. 

Farm crops aren't the only source of al
cohol. Timber, coal, even solid municipal 
wastes can be made into a form of alcohol 
called methanol through a gasification 
process that bypasses fermentation. Meth
anol backers point out that it, too, can be 
used as a gasoline extender, and they have 
figures to show that it is cheaper to make 
than ethanol. The Mobil Oil Co. has even 
demonstrated a successful, though very ex
pensive, way to convert methanol into high
octane gasoline. 

The struggle over gasohol is now centered 
in Washington, since federal incentives for 
building alcohol plants of one sort or an
other may make the difference between a 
regional gasohol program and a national 
one. Gasoholics think the tide is running 
in their favor . "The President's endorse
ment gave us recognition and a sense of 
legitimacy in other people's eyes that we 
didn't have before," says Richard Merritt, an 
unpaid lobbyist for the National Gasohol 
Commission. "It is now socially acceptable 
in Washington to favor gasohol." e 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachussetts <Mr. DRIN
AN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, due to a 
longstanding commitment to serve as a 
panelist in a "National Town Meet~g" 
on privacy, which was held at Washu~g
ton's Kennedy Center, I was unavOid
ably absent from the House for a brief 
period on July 26 during considerat~on 
of House Resolution 379, a rule provid
ing for the consideration of H.R. 3000. 
Had I been present for rollcall No. 389, 
on approval of the resolution, I would 
have voted "yea." • 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted as follows to: 

Mr. CoRMAN <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for today, on account of offi
cial business. 

Mr. MuRPHY of illinois (at the request 
of Mr. WRIGHT), for today, on account 
of official business. 

Mr. RoDINO <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for today, on account of illness 
in the family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. ERDAHL) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DuN.CAN of Tennessee, for 30 min
utes, today. 

Mr. CouRTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. GLICKMAN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. ANNuNzio, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WEAVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLooD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. HoLTZMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ALEXANDER, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. ALEXANDER, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. DRINAN, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. GINN, to revise and extend his re
marks immediately following the re
marks of Mr. McCoRMACK today in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. HUGHES, immediately following the 
remarks of Mr. FLORIO on his amendment 
to H.R. 4930 in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. ERDAHL) and to include ex
traneous matter: ) 

Mr. ROYER. 
Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE in two instances. 
Mr. McCLOSKEY in two instances. 

Mr. MICHEL in two instances. 
Mr. WYDLER. 
Mr. HILLIS. 
Mr. PAuL in two instances. 
Mr.TAUKE. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. 
Mr. RINALDO. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT in two instances. 
Mr. DAVIS of Michigan. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. 
Mr. HoPKINS. 
Mr. BoB WILSON in two instances. 
Mr. BEREUTER in two instances. 
Mr. COLLINS of Texas. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. GLICKMAN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ANDERSON of California in 10 in
stances. 

Mr. GONZALEZ in 10 instances. 
Mr. BROWN of California in 10 in-

stances. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances. 
Ms. HoLTZMAN in 10 instances. 
Mr. JONES of Tennessee in 10 instances. 
Mr. BoNER of Tennessee in five in-

stances. 
Mr. CONYERS in two instances. 
Mr. BIAGGI in 15 instances. 
Mr. McCORMACK in three instances. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. MAVROULES. 
Mr. PREYER. 
Mr. VENTO in two instances. 
Mr. GARCIA in two instances. 
Mr. GEPHARDT in two instances. 
Mr. GAYDOS. 
Mr. SIMON. 
Mr. MoT.TL in two instances. 
Mr. RICHMOND. 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN. 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. 
Mr. LuKEN. 
Mr. Russo. 
Mr. HARRIS. 
Mr. RosENTHAL. 
Mr. WAXMAN. 
Mr. LOWRY. 
Mr. PATTERSON. 
Mr. WOLPE. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. O'NEILL. 
Mr. JENRETTE. 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. DINGELL in three instances. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which wa'S thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 1786. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeroruautics and Space 
Administration for research and develop
ment, construction of facilities, and research 
and pi"ogram managem.ent, and for other 
purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

s. 976. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the international affairs functions of the 
Department of the Treasury for fiscal year 
1980. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 

On July 25, 1979: 
H.J. Res. 373. Recognizing the anniversa

ries of the Warsaw uprising and the Polish 
resistance to the invasion of Poland during 
World War· II. 

On July 26, 1979: 
H.R. 4537. To approve and implement the 

trade agreements negotiated under the Trade 
Act of 1974, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 4591. To make technical corrections 
and miscellaneous amendmeruts in certain 
education laws contained in the Education 
Amendments of 1978, and for other purposes; 
and. 

H.R. 4712. To delay conditionally the ef
fective dwte of certain rules of procedure and 
evidence proposed by the U.S. Supreme 
Court, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 7 o'clock and 40 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House 
adjourned until Tuesday, July 31, 1979, 
at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2132. A letter from the Governor, Farm 
Credit Administration, transmitting the 
45th annual report of the Farm Credit Ad
ministration and the Cooperative Farm 
Credit System, including the report of the 
Federal Farm Credit Board, pursuant to 
section 5.18(3) of Public Law 92-181, as 
amended; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

2133. A letter from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting notice of approval 
of annual compensation rates, exceeding 
$45,000 for officials of various Federal Con
tract Research Centers, pursuant to section 
407(b) of Public Law 91-121; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

2134. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a 
report on the impact on U.S. readiness of 
the Air Force's proposed sale of defense 
equipment to Jordan (Transmittal No. 79-
62) pursuant to Section 813 of Public Law 
94-106; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

2135. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a 
report on the impact on U.S. readiness of 
the Air Force's proposed sale of defense 
equipment to the United Kingdom (Trans
mittal No. 79-66) pursuant to section 813 
of Public Law 94-106; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

2136. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a 
report on the impact on U.S. readiness of 
the Army's proposed sale of defense equip
ment to Saudi Arabia (Transmittal No. 
79-73 ), pursuant to section 813 of Public 
Law 94-106; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 
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2137. A letter from the first vice presi
dent and vice chairman, Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting a 
report on loan, guarantee and insura~ce 
transactions supported by Eximbank durmg 
June 1979 to Communist countries; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

2138. A letter from the Mayor of the Dis
trict of Columbia, transmitting the annual 
report for fiscal year 1978 on the District 
of Columbia's alcoholism program, pursuant 
to section 13(a) of the act of August 4, 1947, 
as amended (82 Stat. 623); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

2139. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, transmit
ting the family contribution schedules for 
the basic educational opportunity grant 
program for academic year 1980-81, pursu
ant to section 411 (a) (3) (A) (ii) of the High
er Education Act of 1965, as amended; to 
the committee on Education and Labor. 

2140. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State for Congressiona:l Rela
tions, transmitting a copy of Presidential 
Determination No. 79-11 , finding that the 
sale of defense articles and defense serv
ices to the Government of Barbados will 
strengthen the security of the United States 
and promote world peace; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

2141. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
secretary of State for Congressi~n~l Rela
tions; transmitting a report on polltlCB:l con
tributions made by Ambassador-designate 
James w. Spain, and his family, pursuant to 
section 6 of Public Law 93-126; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

2142. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State for Congressi~~l Rela
tions, transmitting a report on polltical con
tributions made by Ambassador-designate 
Thomas J. Watson, Jr., and his family, pur
suant to section 6 of Public Law 93-126; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2143. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
secretary of state for Congressional Rela
tions, transmitting notice of the State De
partment's intention to consell:t to a request 
by the Government of Australla_ f?r permis
sion to transfer certain U.S.-ongin defense 
articles to the Government of Papua New 
Guinea, pursuant to section 3 (a) of t~e 
Arms Export Control Act; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

2144. A letter from the Director, Defense 
security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notice of the Air Force's intention to offe: to 
sell certain defense equipment and serviCes 
to Jordan (Transmittal No. 79-62), pursuant 
to section 36 (b) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee o n Foreign Affairs. 

2145. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notice of the Air Force's intention to offer to 
sell certain defense equipment and services 
to the United Kingdom (Transmittal No. 79-
66) pursuant to section 36(b) of the Arms 
Export Control Act; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

2146. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting no
tice of the Army's intention to offer to sell 
certain defense equipment and services to 
Saudi Arabia (Transmittal No. 79-73) , pur
suant to section 36 (b) of the Arms Export 
control Act; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

2147. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting are
port reviewing the progress Government 
agencies have made in obtaining sufficient 
audit staff, (FGMSD-79-43 , July 27 , 1979); 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

2148. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a list 
of reports issued or released by the General 
Accounting Office during June 1979, pursu
ant to section 234 of the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1970; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

2149. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a copy of an applica
tion by the Lewiston Orchards Irrigation 
District of Lewiston, Nez Perce County, 
Idaho, for a loan under the Small Reclama
tion Projects Act, pursuant to section 4(c) of 
the act; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

2150. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior for Indian Affairs, trans
mitting a proposed plan for the use and dis
tribution of the Nisqually Tribe judgment 
funds in docket No. 197 before the Indian 
Claims Commission, pursuant to sections 2 
(a) and 4 of Public Law 93-134; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

2151. A letter from the General Counsel of 
the Department of Energy, transmitting no
tice of meetings realted ot the International 
Energy Program to be held August 7 and 8, 
1979, in Paris, France; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

2152. A letter from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalizati~n. Service: De
partment of Justice, transmittmg ~opies of 
orders entered in the ca.ses of certain aliens 
under the authority contained in section 13 
(b) of the act of September 11, 1957, pursu
ant to section 13(c) of the act; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

2153. A letter from the General Counsel of 
the Navy, transmitting a report on the in
vestigation of allegations of mismanagement 
at the Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, 
Calif., persuant to 5 U.S.C 1206(b ) (5) ( ~)_ ; 
t o the Committee on Post Office and CIVIl 
Service. 

2154. A letter from the Acting Adminis
trator, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting revised notice of the 
proposed reprograming of funds b~t~een 
various categories of Agency appropnatwns 
for fiscal year 1979, pursuant to section 2 (c) 
of Public Law 95-477; to the Committee on 
Science and Technology. 

2155. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting the energy 
tax initiatives of his oil import reduction 
program (H. Doc. No. 96-171); to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means and ordered to be 
printed. 

2156. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
on the need for the Department of Agricul
ture to establish an enforcement and mon
itoring system to insure that farm coopera
tives do not use monopolistic or other unfair 
trade practices (CED-79-106, July 26, 1979); 
jointly, to the Committees on Government 
Operations, Agriculture, and the Judiciary. 

2157. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting are
port on needed improvements in the Selected 
Reserve training program of the Department 
of Defense (FPCD-79-59, July 30, 1979); 
jointly, to the Committees on Government 
Operations and Armed Services. 

2158. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on needed improvements to the collec
tion of unemployment statistics (GGD-79-79, 
July 27, 1979); jointly, to the Committees on 
Goverment Operations and Education and 
Labor. 

2159 . A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting are
port on passive restraints for automobiles 
(CED 79-93, July 27, 1979); jointly, to the 
Committees on Government Operations and 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce . 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. ABDNOR : 
H.R. 5006. A bill to provide assistance to 

rural water systems in achieving compliance 
with title XIV of the Public Health Service 

Act, and for other purposes; jointly, to the 
CommitJtees on Agriculture and Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself and 
Mr. WEISS): 

H.R. 5007. A bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to require court orders 
for trespass incident to legal interception of 
wire and oral communications; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DRINAN: 
H.R. 5008. A bill to provide for judicial re

view of administrative determinations made 
by the Administrator of the Veterans' Ad
ministration; to apply the provisions of 
chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code, to 
the rules, regulations, and orders of the 
Veterans' Administration; to provide for the 
use of a reasonable fee for attorneys in ren
dering legal assistance to veterans with 
claims before the Veterans' Administration; 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Veterans' Affairs and the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. LOWRY: 
H.R. 5009. A bill to provide that attorneys 

fees and other reasonable costs shall be re
imbursed to taxpayers who substantially pre
vail in any proceeding, litigation, or court 
a.ction which is brought by or against the 
United Staltes for the determination, collec
tion, or refund of any tax, interest, penalty, 
or other matter arising under the Internal 
Revenue Code; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMPSON (for himself, Mr. 
BRADEMAS, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. AN
NUNZIO, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. JONES Of 
Tennessee, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. VAN 
DEERLIN, Mr. MINISH, Mr. DAVIS Of 
South Carolina, Mr. RosE, Mr. JoHN 
L. BURTON, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. RATCH
FORD, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
CLEVELAND, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. STOCK
MAN, Mr. BADHAM, Mr. GINGRICH, 
Mr. LEWIS, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. 
LOEFFLER): 

H.R. 5010. A bill to amend the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to make cer
tain changes in the reporting and disclosure 
requirements of such act, and for ather pur
poses; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

By Mr. McCORMACK : 
H.R. 5011. A bill to limit the size of the 

Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge in the 
State of Washington to certain lands ac
quired with the consent of the owners, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. MOORE: 
H.R. 5012. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow certain mar
ried individuals who file separate returns 
to be taxed as unmarried individuals; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H .R. 5013. A bill to provide for the entry 

of certain relatives of U.S. citizens and aliens 
lawfully admitted for permanent residence; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 5014. A bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to prohibit the trans
portation or use in interstate or foreign 
commerce of counterfeit, fictitious, altered, 
lost, or stolen airline tickets; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. SPELLMAN: 
H.R. 5015. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to extend the Federal Physi
cians Comparability Allowance Act of 1978, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr . PATI'ERSON: 
H .J . Res. 384. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to prohibit compelling the 
attendance of a student in a public school 
outside the school district in which the stu
dent resides; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 
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By Mr. VENTO : 

H.J. Res . 385. Joint resolution 500th 
Anniversary Celebration Commemorating 
Christopher Columbus' First Voyage to the 
Americas; to the Committee on Post Office 
A.nd Civil Service. 

By Mr. APPLEGATE (for himself, Mr. 
KOGOVSEK, Mr. McDADE, Mr. CARTER, 
Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
WHITTAKER, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. 
MILLER Of Ohio, Mr. GOODLING, a.nd 
Mr. CLEVELAND ) : 

H. Res. 392. Resolution to express the 
sense of the House of Representatives tha.t 
the United States of America should estab
lish and actively and immediately pursue a 
national energy plan that emphasirzes and 
dexnands the use of domestic coal as a means 
of displacing current foreign energy imports, 
and for other purposes; jointly to the Com
mittees on Interior and Insular Affairs, and 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California : 
H.R. 5016. A b111 for title relief of David 

Roland Weaver; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SOLARZ: 
H .R . 5017. A b111 for the relief of Simon 

Stroh; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolutions 
as follows: 

H.R. 473: Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, and Mr. 
SHUMWAY. 

H .R. 545 : :Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. BADHAM, llr. 
LEVITAS, Mr. CARR, Mr. GINN, Mr. BUCHANAN, 
Mr. MOTTL, Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. , Mr. 
MITCHELL of New York, Mr. AMBRO, Mr. 
GREEN, Mr. PATTEN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. MIKVA, 
Mr. PRICE, Mr. BI,ANCHARD, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. 
EVANS of Georgia, Mr. YATRON, Mr. HAGEDORN, 
Mr. WYATT, Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 
HALL of Texas, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. JACOBS, 
Mr. WALKER, Mr. ANDREWS Of Nort h Dakota, 
Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. HAMILTON, 
Mr. DEVINE, Mr. WINN, Mr. RUNNELS, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. McDON
ALD, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. ZEFERETTI, Mr. KRAMER, 
Mr. EDWARDS Of Oklahoma, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
LoTT, Mr. RosE, Mr. LEE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
BURGENER, and Mr. APPLEGATE. 

H .R. 809: Mr. SABO. 
H .R . 8ll: Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. CORCORAN, and 

Mr.Lu.JAN. 
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H .R. 1677 : Mr. DoWNEY, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. 
LEE, Mr. PETRI, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
SOLOMON, and Mr. STANTON. 

H .R . 2040: Mr. TREEN. 
H.R. 2501: Mr. RICHMOND. 
H.R. 2759: Mr. EVANS of the Virgin Islands 

and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 2812 : Mr. COUGHLIN. 
H.R. 3181 : Mr. BAILEY and Mr. BETHUNE. 
H.R. 3612 : Mr. HEFTEL. 
H.R. 3958: Mr. CLAUSEN. 
H.R. 4055: Mr. TREEN and Mr. EDWARDS of 

Oklahoma. 
H.R. 4265: Mr. MCCORMACK, Mr. YATRON, 

Mr. SIMON, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. PATTERSON, 
Mr. PATTEN, Mr. TREEN, Mr. BAILEY, Mr. 
KOSTMAYER, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SANTINI, Mr. 
MARLENEE, and Mr. CLEVELAND. 

H.R. 4279: Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. EvANS Of 
Delaware, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr. CORRADA, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. DANNEMEYER, 
Mr. BURGENER, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. 
BEDELL, and Mr. DORNAN. 

H .R. 4598 : Mr. WEISS, Mr. WoN PAT, Mr. 
BOLAND, Mr. VENTO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. FLOOD, 
Mr. YATRON, Mr. SABO, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. STOKES, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. 
OTTINGER, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. LOWRY, Mr. 
McCORMACK, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. PATTERSON, 
Mr. CARTER, Ms. FERRARO, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. 
JENRETTE, and Mr. MAGUIRE. 

H.R. 4986 : Mr. CONYERS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mr. HEFTEL, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. DIXON, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. NEAL, Mr. KoGOVSEK, 
Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. GRAY, Mr. YATRON, Mr. BALDUS, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. BONIOR Of Michigan, Mr. 
BRODHEAD, Mr. WOLPE, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
DAVIS of Michigan, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
PRITCHARD, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. DE'L
LUMS, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mrs. HECKLER, and Mr. 
AMBRO. 

H .J. Res. 53: Mr. WINN. 
H .J. Res. 161: Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. PRIT

CHARD, and Mr. DICKS. 
!H.J. Res. 202: Mr. DORNAN, Mr. GRASS

LEY, and Mr. McDoNALD. 
H. Res. 36 : Mr. TREEN. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
183. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the city council, Miami, Fla., relative to the 
proposed Condominium Act of 1979; which 
was referred to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs . 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

July 30, 1979 
H.R. 4034 

By Mrs. FENWICK: 
-Page 27, add the following after line 24 
and redesignate the subsequent subsection 
accordingly: 

"(k) COUNTRmS SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM.-The Secretary and the Secretary 
of State shall notify the Committee on For
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate before any license is approved for 
the export of goods or technology valued at 
more than $7,000,000 to any country concern
ing which the Secretary of State has made 
the following determinations: 

"(1) Such country has repeatedly provided 
support for acts of international terrorism. 

"(2) Such exports would xnake a significant 
contribution to the m111tary potential of such 
country, including its m111tary logistics capa
bility, or would enhance the ab111ty of such 
country to support acts of international 
terrorism." 

H.R. 4040 
By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of 

California: 
-Page 2, llne 14, strike out "$7,816,190,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$7,384,290,000". 

Page 4, strike out lines 5 through 11 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEc. 103. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide to the Congress at the earliest prac
ticable date, and not later than the end of 
the 120-day period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, a report on
--strike section 810, title VIII of H.R. 4040. 

H.R. 4930 
By Mr. LAGOMARSINO: 

- Page 35, line 2, strike "1$699,377,000," and 
insert in lieu thereof "$701,377,000". 

s. 1030 
By Mr. MOORHEAD of California: 

-Page 43, after llne 11, insert the following 
new subsection: 

"(f) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF STANDBY 
PLAN.-(1) After promulgation of a standby 
Federal emergency conservation plan, the 
Secretary shall transmit such plan to the 
Congress, together with his findings in sup
port of such plan, in accordance with section 
551(b) of the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act. Such plan may become effective only if 
either House of the Congress has not dis
approved (or both Houses of Congress have 
approved) such plan in accordance with the 
procedures specified in section 551 of such 
Act. " 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
WE STILL NEED TO RESOLVE THE 

CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REAC
TOR CONFLICT 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, the vote last week against the Fuqua
Brown compromise on the Clinch River 
breeder reactor project will not be the 
last vote this body will have on this issue. 
While I do not intend to rehash the 
issues here, I would like to state that we 

will all be called upon to reconsider our 
positions if a resolution is ever to be 
reached. 

The Los Angeles Times carried an edi
torial in today's edition which sums up 
the situation. I urge my colleagues in the 
House and the Senate to review this 
item and the issue itself. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times, July 30, 1979] 
A BREEDING OF NUCLEAR FUEL-AND TROUBLE 

If the House of Representatives had dis
played the same vigor in dealing with truly 
needed energy legislation that it has shown 
in keeping alive the dangerous, costly and 
unnecessary Clinch River nuclear project in 
Tennessee, the country would be better off. 

Last week, the House ignored Administra
tion objections and voted to authorize the 
controversial project, which involves· con
struction of an experimental breeder reactor 
that would be designed to produce more nu
clear fuel than it consumes. 
r For three years President Carter has been 
trying to kill the $2.6 billion project, and for 
three years the House has refused to sign 
the death warrant. This is a case where the 
President is clearly ;right. 

The attraction of breeder reactors is that 
they would use fuel processed from spent 
fuel rods taken from conventional nuclear 
power plants. In the process, they would 
breed still more fuel. Thus they hold the 
promise of stretching out world uranium 
supplies. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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The Administration, however, looks on the 

project as a costly and dangerous boondoggle 
for the nuclear industry, and properly so. 
Even by optimistic estimates, power produc
tion from breeders won't be economically 
feasible until well into the 1990s, if then. 
And there is even less sure knowledge about 
the environmental safety of breeders than 
there is about that of conventionally de
signed .reactors. 

The Administration points out that the $2 
billion that would be required to complete 
the project could be much better spent on 
other modes of energy production. 

Most serious of all, however, the type of 
breeder planned for Clinch River would 
burn plutonium, which also is the principal 
material of nuclear weapons. 

Any substantial reliance on plutonium
burning reacto.rs to meet the energy needs 
of the United States and other countries 
means that terrorists would have only to 
intercept a. fuel shipment to have the ready
made ingredient for a. blackmail nuclear 
bomb. It would also be next to impossible to 
erect an international inspection system that 
would prevent governments from diverting 
plutonium from breeder reactors and ura
nium fuel reprocessing plants into nuclear 
weapons manufacture. 

For this reason, Washington is seeking to 
persuade other nations to join the United 
States in forgoing the construction of 
.plutonium-b~rning power plants and to 
develop, instead, new types of breeders that 
will use some other, less dangerous, fuel. 

The House members who are determined 
to push through the Clinch River project 
anyway are playing a. dangerous and irre
sponsible game. We urge the Senate, which 
will act next on the authorization bill, to 
support the President.e 

ETHICS LAW AMENDMENTS 

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I applaud the decision to re
move from the suspension calendar 
House Joint Resolution 381, amend
ments to the Ethics in Government Act. 
When I looked at this bill to exempt the 
recently fired Cabinet members from the 
provisions of the ethics law, I could not 
help but offer a paraphrase of the poem 
about the famous ax murderer, Lizzie 
Borden. The modern day version might 
read as follows: 
Jimmy Carter took an ax 

And gave his Cabinet forty whacks; 
When he saw what he had done, 

He gave them all an ethical exemption. 

How inappropriate it would be, Mr. 
Speaker, that we should be considering 
this bill under a suspension of the rules, 
so that the President could suspend the 
rules of the new ethics law so his former 
Cabinet members could swing right into 
that lucrative revolving door of lobbying 
their former departments. Why not the 
best, indeed? Never let it be said that 
this President is not compassionate. 
Never let it be said that life is unfair to 
those at the top who topple. We fortu
nately will not have a chance here today 
to prove that we too are compassionate 
and fair by passing this "rolling head re
lief act." The authors of this misbegot
ten legislation feel that we should look 
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into our hearts and ask ourselves what 
better way there is to comfort these poor, 
starving, homeless, and jobless former 
Cabinet members than to suspend the 
ethics law for their sake so they might 
find gainful employment. The sooner we 
get them off the breadlines and on to the 
lobbying lines the less chance there is 
that they will be spending their idle time 
bad mouthing Hamilton Jordan. For 
those of you who are not so compassion
ate and perhaps more politically cynical, 
look on this as a hushpuppy bone. Throw 
this bone to the purged puppies and 
maybe they will hush up.e 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATE
MENT OF REPRESENTATIVE RO
MANO L. MAZZOLI 

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been my custom to submit a statement 
of financial disclosure every year that I 
have served in the House of Representa
tives. While the law now dictates that 
Members of Congress submit financial 
statements in April of each year, I con
tinue to file a more detailed report every 
summer. In this way, my constituents 
and other taxpayers are kept informed 
as this statement becomes a matter of 
public record. 

The financial statement follows: 
ROMANO L. AND HELEN D. MAzZOLI RECA

PITULATION OF INCOME AND ExPENSES FOR 
CALENDAR YEAR 1979 

INCOME 
Interest and dividends: 

Lincoln Federal Savings and Loan_ $606.09 
Liberty National Bank and Trust 

Co -------------------------- 127. 06 
American United Life Insurance 

Co --------------------------- 36. 16 
Government Services S&L Associ-

ation ------------------------ 254. 14 
Northern Virginia. S&L Associa-

tion --- ---------------------- 254.34 
Law practice: 

Income ------------------------ ---------
U.S. House of Representatives: 

Salary ------------------------- 57,500.00 Gross income ___________________ 58,777.79 

EXPENSES, DEDUCTIONS, EXEMPTIONS, AND 
FEDERAL TAXES 

Gross income 1 ------------------ 59, 354. 00 
Business expenses __________ __ ___ 2,738.00 

Adjusted gross income ___________ 56, 616. 00 
Itemized deductions _____________ 10, 574. 00 

Taxable income _________________ 46,042.00 

FEDERAL INCOME TAX 
Tax withheld ___________________ 16, 658. 00 
Tax due ________________________ 11,823. o-o 

Refund ------------------------ 4, 835. 00 

Cash on deposit: 
Liberty Nat. Bank and Trust Co., 

No. 09013390_________________ 1,468.18 
Lincoln Federal S&L Oo. Acct. No. 

37339-5 ------------------- - - 12, 078.42 
Northern Va.. S&L Co. , Acct. No. 

L-6084 ---------------------- 1,642.40 
Northern Va. S&L Co., Acct. No. 

L-50021 ------- ---- - --------- 1, 357.61 
Northern Va. S&L Co., Acct. No. 

L-80507 --------------------- 1,350.00 
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Government Service S&L Assn., 

- Acct. No. 01-112091-0_______ 4, 161. 22 
Securities, stocks, and bonds: 

U.S. Government Bonds, Series E_ 1, 094. 16 
Real Property: 
Residential: 

939 Ardmore Drive, Louisville, 
Ky., assessed value____________ 28, 250. 00 

Less: Mortgage, Portland Federal 
S&L ------------------------- 10,139.55 

Net value ______________________ 18,110.45 
1030 Anderson Street, Alexandria, 

Va.., assessed value____________ 68,600.00 
Less: Mortgage, Cowger and 

Miller----------------------- 50,512.33 

Net Value ______________________ 18,087.67 
Household goods and miscellane-

ous personalty (est.)_______ 6, 500.00 
Cash surrender value of life in-

surance policies: 2 

American United Life Insurance 
Co., policy No. 1011729______ 4, 080. 14 

Federal employees retirement 
system: 

Contribution to fund___________ 29, 235. 77 
Automobiles: 

1965 Rambler; fair market value_ 150. 00 
1973 Chevrolet; fair market 

value ----------------------- 2,425.00 

Net assets ________________ 101,741.02 
1 Includes Kentucky State Income Tax Re

fund of $577.00 for Tax Year 1977 and is 
rounded. 

2 Includes $520.73 cash on deposit.e 

DECONTROL OF CRUDE OIL PRICES 

HON. NICHOLAS MAVROULES 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, 
President Carter's recent speech has once 
again focused attention on our Nation's 
serious energy problems. While I agree 
with much of what the President has 
said, I am distressed by his continued em
phasis on decontrol of crude oil prices. 

There is, as yet, no convincing evidence 
that decontrol will increase our domestic 
petroleum supplies, or even keep them 
from dwindling further. What we do 
know, without a doubt, is that decontrol 
will greatly enrich the major oil com
panies, at the expense of the average 
American. 

In view of this deplorable situation, I 
strongly support Congressman MoFFETT's 
resolution restoring controls on oil 
prices. We in the Congress must assert 
our authority. If we fail to act, we do 
ourselves and our constituents a great 
disservice, for I believe that President 
Carter's decision to lift controls is unwise 
and unnecessary. 

I have long opposed decontrol, because 
of its potentially disastrous effect on low
and fixed-income consumers throughout 
the Nation. In my own home region of 
New England, which relies heavily on 
home heating oil, and where oil prices 
are already among the highest in the 
country, the impact would be particularly 
great. Decontrol would shift the burden 
of our energy crisis to those who can least 
afford to bear it. This situation would, 
in my mind, be unjust. 

As we all know, the President has the 
power to lift these price controls. In ract, 
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the process has already begun. But be
fore we allow it to continue without pro
test, there are several basic questions we 
must ask ourselves, questions that may 
well determine to a large extent the fu ~ 
ture of our Nation. 

can we trust the oil companies to 
decide what is best for all Americans? 
Can we trust them to act in the national 
interest? Should we allow them to deter
mine the success or failure of our energy 
program, as they may well do under the 
present plan? 

I strongly believe that we must not al
low the petroleum industry to dictate the 
terms of our national energy plan. If we 
permit this, we will write one of the sor
riest chapters in our proud history. Ire
ject the notion that the only way to in
crease our domestic oil production 
is through further enrichment of the rna-

• jor oil companies, at the expense of ~he 
average citizen. This is. a nation in which 
the ultimate power belongs to the people, 
and it is our duty to safeguard it, not 
throw it away. While I hardly agree with 
those who call for nationalization of the 
petroleum industry, I can understand 
the sense of frustration that moves them, 
fostered by the apparent inability of 
their Government to deal with these cru
cial problems. 

In addition to the points I have al
ready raised, there is another important 
reason for my opposition to decontrol. As 
all of us know, inflation is one of our 
most pressing concerns. And yet, decon
trol will add greatly to inflation, placing 
even more of a strain on the finances of 
the average American family. For this 
reason as well, it is clearly unacceptable. 

Of course, the major argument in favor 
of decontrol is that it will increase our 
domestic oil production, something all of 
us agree is badly needed. According to 
the Congressional Budget Office, how
ever, decontrol will result in added pro.
duction of only 250,000 barrels of 011 
per day, at a cost of $17 billion. Clearly, 
when we talk about massive increases in 
domestic production, we are misleading 
the public. . 

Our emphasis on a windfall profits tax 
is misleading as well, for the real issue 
remains decontrol. Only if decontrol is 
an irreversible fact should we resort to a 
windfall profits tax. I voted for the Ways 
and Means Committee's version of the 
windfall profits tax which, unfortu
nately, was replaced by a weaker substi
tute. Not only was the tax rate reduced 
from 70 percent to 60 percent, but the 
measure would expire in 1990, thus im
posing only a minor, temporary, incon
venience on the major oil companies. 
Profits from decontrolled domestic oil 
would be unjustifiably high, and thus the 
bill would fail to achieve its stated pur
pose. If decontrol is inevitable, if we must 
have a windfall profits tax, let it be a fair 
one, but a strong one. 

It is impossible to predict what kind of 
bill the Senate will produce, but we can 
act now to eliminate the need for any 
kind of windfall profits tax. I strongly 
believe that Congressman MoFFETT's 
resolution is in the best interest of the 
American people, and I urge my col
leagues to move to prevent the unjust 
situation that decontrol will create.e 
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DISTILLATE MONITORING SERVICE 
IMPERATIVE 

HON. THOMAS J. TAUKE 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. TAUK.E. Mr. Speaker, during my 
investigation of this spring's middle dis
tillate shortage, I discovered that the 
Department of Energy <DOE) has no re
liable heating oil or diesel fuel monitor
ing system. The DOE surveys the distil
late inventories only at the refineries . 
Once the fuel leaves the refinery, the 
DOE does not know where it goes nor 
where it is needed. Each State is forced 
to estimate possible distillate shortages. 
As a result, confusion often surrounds 
the existence of shortages and Federal 
efforts to relieve them are often too late. 

The distillate shortage which threat
ened the planting season in the Mid
west this spring may hit the Nation this 
fall and winter. Supplies of heating oil 
and diesel fuel are essential to the har
vest of the Nation's farm crops this fall 
and to the heating of our Nation's homes 
this winter. Yet supplies at the refinery 
remain 12 percent below last year's levels 
and the summer fill programs are re
portedly well behind last year. Spot 
shortages of distillate could occur this 
fall and winter. But the DOE will have no 
idea of the location of stalled machinery 
or cold homes until after the fact. We 
need to prevent any inordinate hardship. 
In order to do that we must identify the 
shortages so that action can be taken to 
move supplies to where they are needed. 

I plan to offer an amendment to S. 
1030 to establish a State-by-State distil
late market survey service in the DOE. 
That way shortages oan be quickly spot
ted and relieved during the critical har
vesting and heatir-.g seasons when distil
late users cannot afford to wait. 

The July 29 Washington Star included 
an excellent article by Ross Evans which 
reaffirms my call for an immediate and 
continuing assessment of the middle dis
tillate supply and demand situation 
throughout the country. I commend this 
article to the attention of my colleagues 
and invite support for my amendment to 
S. 1030. We must make certain that the 
DOE begins to keep track of middle dis
tillate supplies. 

The text of the article is as follows: 
WHY ENERGY DEPARTMENT CAN' T KEEP TRACK 

OF HEATING OIL 

(By Ross Evans) 
Nearly six years af ter t he first energy crisis 

and just three months before next winter's 
heating season, there is still a lot t he govern
ment doesn't know about how much heating 
oil the Nation has or where it is stored. 

The Energy Department has begun a crash 
effort to estimate the supplies, but until that 
estimate is obtained no one can be sure what 
the government's stockpile target really 
means. 

The new estimate will come too late to 
affect the planning for this year's target, and 
government and indust ry officials say pri
vately the goal could be adequate, too low, 
or even too high. 

The much-publicized goal of a supply of 
240 million barrels of distillat e oil for heating 
and diesel fuel by the end of October is keyed 
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to the only stocks the government meas
ures-those held by refiners, pipelines and 
major terminals. This "primary storage" has 
a total capacity o! at least 270 million barrels. 

The government hasn't yet measured so
called "secondary storage"-stocks held by 
wholes!l.lers, middlemen, retailers, home con
sumers and industry-which theoretically 
could be almost as large as the "primary" 
number. 

Rough estimates o! secondary capacity 
show that home tanks alone could hold 115 
million barrels, and there is additional ca
pacity of 50 million barrels or more in whole
sale and retail .tanks. There is no reliable 
estimate at all for industrial storage capacity. 

Even if total secondary capacity were 
known, the government has no idea how 
much of it is filled , or how much should be 
filled at this time of year to keep pace with 
normal deliveries. 

Whatever amount there is in secondary 
storage, government planners don't know how 
much of it is being hoarded by middlemen, 
large industrial customers, or even home 
consumers maneuvering t o beat projected 
price increases and possible shortages. 

Thus despite government assurances that 
the 240-million-barrel "primary" target for 
major refiners will be met on .time, serious 
doubts remain about the overall supply 
picture. 

"We could get to 240 million in October 
and everybody would go, 'hooray.' And then 
it could get sucked down by 40 million barrels 
in a few weeks," says John H. Zentay, a 
Washington lawyer who represents oil ter
minals and distributors. 

Wholesale and retail heating oil dealers 
are particularly critical of the Energy De
partment's 240-million-barrel target . 

"That figure is going to be made at the 
expense of secondary storage," said Ed Mor
gan, vice president for fuel oil at the National 
Oil Jobbers Council. 

The trade associwtion, representing most 
of the wholesalers and retailers in the coun
try, has just begun its own survey of mem
bers' stocks. Several state dealers' associa
tions in the oil-dependent Northeast hava 
conducted preliminary studies of their own. 

The early reports the dealers maintain, 
show their stocks below what they normally 
would be at mid-summer. 

The New England Fuel Institute says a 
mid-June survey showed its members' stocks 
32 percent below last year's level. A similar 
industry study in New Jersey showed a 48 
percent reduction in inventories for early 
July. 

In New York, the biggest fuel oil con
suming state, the Empire State Petroleum 
Association's preliminary survey showed that 
upstate members were 45 percent below last 
year's levels and downstate members 30 per
cent. 

The survey showed that heating oil "was 
not moving in the normal fashion through 
distribution channels," said Robert D. Lynch, 
executive vice president of the New York 
group. 

The problem with such figures is that 
they only show the percentage--not vol· 
ume--of dealers' shortages. Since dealers' 
stocks traditionally are low at the beginning 
of the summer, the shortfall in the actual 
amount of oil needed would not seem as 
large. 

On.. TANK-TOPPING FEARED 

Dealers complain, however, that if their 
supplies continue to be cut by current pro
portions, the shortfall will be great by the 
time the season starts. 

Energy Department spokesmen say the 
department's projection for the 240-million
barrel target is based on the "conservative" 
assumption that secondary stocks will be 
20 million barrels short at the beginning of 
the heating season. 
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Energy Secretary James R. Schlesinger ac

knowledged last week, however, that there 
is stlll "a very significant question" about 
how much of the target is being met at the 
expense of secondary supplies. 

While government planners say they are 
watching the dealers' predicament closely, 
there is another concern : 

Building up stocks down the distribution 
chain-from wholesalers through consum
ers--has the same drastic effect on primary 
supplies as tank-topping did during the re
cent gasoline shortage. 

Current figures don't come close to pro
viding information on that problem. The 
government knows how much fuel is drawn 
out of refiners' stocks, but it doesn't know 
where it's going. 

To whatever extent large industrial cus
tomers have been stocking up on fuel oil, 
that amount will not be available for the 
consumer distribution network. 

Similarly, to whatever extent home cus
tomers fill their tanks early in the year, 
such tank-topping could pull overall sup
plies toward or below their minimum levels. 

DOE CALLED NEGLIGENT 

The immediate problem, short of produc
ing as much heating fuel as possible, is to 
find out where it goes. Industry spokesmen 
complain that the government has waited 
too long to get the answer. 

"I think this is something that they've 
been negligent on in the Department of 
Energy," said Lynch of the New York deal
ers' group. "They always felt that as long as 
the major companies had the oil that the 
rest of the system would take care of it
self." 

The department's Energy Information Ad
ministration, acknowledging that it doesn't 
have the answers about the complex distri
bution system, has enlisted the aid of state 
governments and the U.S. Census Bureau 
to gather the new data. 

The state price survey will start adding 
inventory information for businesses and 
customers in August. And a new census 
survey of retailers and wholesalers, using 
statistically sampled estimates rather than 
actual measurements, is expected to show 
in September what this June's actual in
ventories were. 

But information on what the historical 
pattern has been-which must be known 
before the government can interpret this 
year's figures-won't be ready until "some
time later," an EIA official conceded. 

By that time, this year's critical heating 
season will be starting. Experience then 
will show whether the department's assump
tions were accurate.e 

ROCCO SCOTTI 

HON. RONALD M. MOTTL 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. MOTTL. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this occasion to pay tribute to 
one of Cleveland's finest assets-Rocco 
Scotti. 

Mr. Scotti has been thrilling audi
ences for years with his singing of the 
national anthem at various events. 

His stirring rendition fills Cleveland 
Stadium with patriotism before Cleve
land Indians' games. 

In addition to appearing at Cleveland 
Stadium Mr. Scotti has sung on the "Ed 
Sullivan Show," in Y~kee Stadium, the 
"Mike Douglas Show," and the operatic 
stage. 

This recording star has also won the 
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Mario Lanza Award and was described 
by Walter Winchell as "sensational." 

I urge you, Mr. Speaker, that if the 
occasion ever arises and you have an 
opportunity to hear Mr. Scotti sing, you 
take advantage of it. rt will be a stirring 
experience. • 

PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP 

HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Speaker, on Sun
day, July 15, President Carter came down 
from the mountain to speak to America. 

He adopted a new and more forceful 
style to persuade the people that he is 
committed to a higher and more vigorous 
form of leadership. Skeptics wondered if 
it was an act; a posture designed with 
the 1980 elections in mind. Across the 
land and across the aisle, however, we 
welcomed this purpose and prayed for a 
permanent manifestation of positive 
leadership. 

At the same time, I found myself 
puzzled and distressed by the fact that 
he chose to assert his leadership in a 
message of such gloomy and accusatory 
content. 

Leaders inspire. When the American 
spirit was troubled by the depression, 
President Roosevelt looked on it as a 
challenge to be met by strong leadership. 
In England's darkest hour, Winston 
Churchill spoke inspiringly of blood, 
sweat, and tears and the English were 
solidified in their determination to win 
out over adversity. 

Mr. Carter dwelled despairingly on 
America's "crisis of spirit" and when we 
waited expectantly for some inspira
tional uplift to help us meet the "crisis," 
he spoke vaguely of "working together" 
and announced his latest energy pro
gram. In our longing for positive Presi
dential leadership, we applauded Mr. 
Carter's display of oratorical vigor. At 
the same time we and our allies were dis
mayed, and the Soviet Union was elated 
at the spectacle of our President de
nouncing the spirit and the morality of 
the American people with neither a 
remedy nor a redeeming word. 

We are not a morally corrupt people. 
With the proper inspiration and leader
ship, the great spirtual and moral values 
that have always characterized America 
will remanifest themselves both at home 
anc! throughout the world. Unfortu
nately, however, Mr. Carter's speech has 
do:1c great harm by lending credibility 
to the Marxist-Leninist perception of 
the capitalistic system in general and 
U.S. capitalism in particular. The degree 
to which the Soviet Union has seized on 
his July 15 speech to increase this dam
age is suggested in the following news 
it~m which appeared in the July 23 issue 
of the Washington Star newspaper. 
What can Mr. Carter's new leadership 
produce to put this egg back in its shell? 
SOVIETS GIVE WIDE COVERAGE TO CMTER 's 

"CRISIS OF SPmiT" REMARKS -

Moscow.-President Carter's Cabinet re
shuffle and his worry over a "crisis of the 
American spirit" are getting wide coverage 
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in the Soviet Union's state-controlled news 
media. 

The apparent reason: Carter-with the 
authority of the presidency behind him
is saying many of the things Soviet propa
gandists have been saying a.bout America for 
years. 

In his July 15 speech, Carter listed many 
of the specific ills of U.S. society that Soviet 
commentators regularly cite as signs of an 
American decline. These include low voter 
turnouts, disrespect for schools and govern
ment, a fall in labor productivity, the slide 
of the dollar and growing national pessi
mism. 

The Carter "crisis of confidence" speech 
received lavish space in the Communist 
Party daily newspaper Pravda, which relied 
mainly on direct quotations without addi
tional comment . The speech was also the 
subject of press and television commentaries 
.all last week. Soviet television broadcast 
clips of Carter delivering his address. 

The Soviet news media, reinforcing the 
impression of serious alarm in Washington, 
have stressed that the resignation of all 
Cabinet members was a startling, highly 
unusual development. Pravda spoke of a na
tional "emergency" in the United States. 

The Soviet government daily Izvestia 
wrote that the erosion of confidence in the 
future "and the crisis of spirit" in Washing
ton-both phrases from carter's speech
stem from overspending on the U.S. military 
and underspending on social needs. 

The paper concluded that the "specter of 
collapse" hangs over not only America, but 
the entire capitalist world. 

Soviet news accounts have generally 
ignored the optimistic passages in Carter's 
remarks, including his assertion that "work
ing together (to solve problems) , with our 
common faith , we cannot fail. " e 

REPORT ON THE INTERNATIONAL 
WHALING COMMISSION 

HON. PAUL N. McCLOSKEY, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, hav
ing had the privilege of serving for the 
third consecutive year as . the Con
gressional Delegate to the International 
Whaling Commission <IWC), I am 
pleased to report on the proceedings of 
the 31st meeting of the Commission, 
held in London July 9 through 13. 

I might say at the outset that the pas
sage of the House Concurrent Resolution 
143, coauthorized by our colleagues 
DoN HONKER, LES AUCOIN and others, 
calling for a worldwide moratorium on 
commercial whaling and enacted by the 
House and Senate just prior to the Com
mission meeting, played an important 
part in such success as was achieved. 

It may seem strange that at a time of 
increasing technology and increasing 
commercial interdependence, at a time 
when two great nations, ourselves and 
the Soviet Union, hold enough nuclear 
warheads to destroy mankind, that at 
such a time the human race wants to 
see its governmental representatives 
preserve vanishing species-eagles, con
dors, caribou, mountain sheep, and, per
haps more than any other species, the 
whales and porpoises. This philosophy, 
reflected in House Concurrent Resolu
tion 143, seemed to have gained in
creased support at this year's meeting of 
the IWC. I suspect that had the United 
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States been willing to give up our insist
ence on bowhead whaling over the past 
several years, we might have been able 
to achieve the full moratorium on com
mercial whaling, which both the Presi
dent and Congress have firmly stated it 
is our purpose to achieve. 

In any event, the IWC's progress this 
year was substantial. 

The major accomplishments of this 
meeting were as follows: 

First. An indefinite moratorium was 
imposed on use of factory ships to har
vest whales, excluding the minke. This 
should effectively limit whaling to off
shore coastal operations by the coun
tries involved. 

Second. A whale sanctuary was 
created in the Indian Ocean, with a 10-
year moratorium imposed on taking of 
all whales therein. 

Third. All stocks of whale species are 
now regulated by IWC. 

Fourth. This year's total quota for 
commercial whaling was reduced to 15,-
656 from last year 's total of 19,526, or by 
20 percent. The total tonnage caught will 
be at least 50 percent less due to the rela
tively small size of the minke. 

Fifth. There was a substantial decrease 
in the sperm whale quota, from 9,360 
last year to 2,203 this year, a reduction of 
77 percent. Last year, sperm whales made 
up about 50 percent of the total whale 
quota; this year they are only 14 percent 
of the total quota. 

Sixth. The 31 percent increase in the 
minke whale quota, from 9,173 last year 
to 12,006 this year, causes minke whales 
to make up 77 percent of the total whale 
quota, as compared with last year's 50 
percent. Minke whale stocks were con
sidered to be in healthy condition by the 
Scientific Committee. Currently, their 
population seems to be increasing and its 
control may help in the recovery of the 
blue whale and other larger species ap
proaching extinction since they eat the 
same food. 

Seventh. The IWC budget was more 
than doubled, to 300,000 pounds ster
ling, about $625,000. 

Eighth. The IWC supported a U.S. res
olution that all member nations cease 
importing whale products from non
member nations and cease export of ves
sels and equipment to nonmember na
tions. The chief offender and purchaser 
of whale meat, Japan, adopted a new 
law prohibiting such purchases effective 
July 5, 1979, obviously as a gesture to 
placate IWC disapproval. 

Ninth. The International Observer 
Scheme was expanded to provide non
whaling nations the opportunity to ob
serve whaling operations, and to include 
more Japanese and Eskimo whaling op
erations. 

Tenth. Recommendations for improve
ments in the technology to reduce cruel
ty of the whale hunt were adopted by 
the Commission without change. 

I would particularly like to commend 
Commissioner Richard Frank. Deputy 
Commissioner Tom Garrett. Mr. Eldon 
Greenberg and Dr. Bill Aron from the 
Department of Commerce, and Mr. Mor
ris Busby and Ms. Jan Barnes from the 
Department of State. The accomplish
ments listed above are proof of their hard 
work, long hours, and true dedication to 
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the preservation of the great whales of 
the world. Were it not for the effort that 
these individuals made toward a com
plete commercial whaling moratorium, 
the successful proposals offered by Pan
ama for a pelagic moratorium and the 
Seychelles for a moratorium on all com
mercial whaling in the Indian Ocean 
might not have appeared as the com
promises they were. 

I want to add a special compliment to 
Assistant Secretary Pickering of the 
State Department's Bureau of Environ
mental and Scientific Affairs. Earlier 
this year, Chairman JoHN BREAUX and 
ranking minority member EDWIN B. 
FORSYTHE Of the Fish and Wildlife Con
servation and the Environment Subcom
mittee and I requested more State De
partment expertise and assistance at the 
IWC. Commerce is historically the lead 
agency. The State Department's contri
bution, both prior to and during this 
year's meeting, appears to have been 
substantially greater than in years past, 
and it is my personal judgment that 
future success in finally ending commer
cial world whaling will depend, in large 
part, on their continuing involvement 
and commitment. 

Despite the progress I have enumer
ated, much work remains to be done. 
First, because of the one-nation, one-vote 
procedure at the IWC, it is imperative 
that the United States do whatever it can 
to bring more nonwhaling nations into 
the Commission. I have attached a 
table-appendix I--of the member na
tions and how they voted on four major 
issues. Note that four of the six new 
member nations are whaling nations. 

Although it is, of course, of great bene
fit to bring those whaling nations such as 
Chile, Peru, South Korea, and Spain
and I again wish to commend the State 
Department and the Commerce Depart
ment for their work in insuring these 
nations' admittance-we still must do 
whatever we can to counter these whal
ing nations' votes with that of new na
tions who would urge the protection of 
whales. For example, the State Depart
ment could begin with some of our 
friends in the South Pacific, such as Fiji, 
Papua New Guinea, and Tonga. A change 
in our attitudes and juridical position on 
highly migratory species at the Law of 
the Sea could aid in this regard. 

Second, the United States should work 
toward an amendment to the IWC sched
ule, prohibiting all whaling activities by 
nations which fail to supply data on 
those activities. The United States has 
experienced a similar problem domes
tically in the last several years with 
regard to the tuna/ porpoise problem. 
During congressional debate on this is
sue several years ago, the most important 
point made was that, without good data 
from the tuna industry on the porpoise 
mortality rate, no sound judgments could 
be made. Similarly, it is impossible to 
determine changes in populations of 
whales without the data required from 
whaling nations. I was greatly disap-
pointed that the IWC did not accept the 
U.S. proposal to prohibit whaling by na
tions which fail to supply this data. 

Third, in order to put additional teeth 
into the decisions of the IWC, an organi-
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zation which is voluntary in nature, the 
United States could enact into law a 
provision denying fishing rights within 
our 200-mile zone to any nation which 
fails to abide by IWC quotas, or which 
engages in whaling without belonging to 
the IWC and conceding its jurisdiction. 

Fourth, and perhaps most important, 
the United States, particularly Congress, 
must reexamine its position regarding 
bowhead whales and the Scientific Com
mittee's recommendations that bowheads 
are truly an endangered species. As you 
know, the United States holds two posi
tions: That the recommendations of the 
Scientific Committee be followed, and 
that subsistence whaling should be 
treated separately from commercial 
whaling. 

In the instance of our native Alaskans 
subsistence taking of a few bowhead 
whales, the Scientific Committee has in
dicated that the bowhead whale is as 
near to extinction than any other whale 
population with the possible exception of 
the blue whale, and therefore that no 
bowheads should be taken at all. For 4 
years, the United States has pushed for 
a total moratorium on commercial whal
ing, but at the same time remains ada
mant that our own natives be allowed 
to take one of the most endangered of 
the whale species. This puts the United 
States in the position of seeking to pro
tect all whales, except our own, and in 
light of this year's experience where 
only seven were taken by the Alaskan 
Natives in the spring hunt, although 15 
were struck-against a quota of 18 taken 
or 27 struck-it would seem we are giv
ing up a great deal in order to obtain 
eight or nine bowheads. 

In my judgment, our own Marine 
Mammal Protection Act and Endangered 
Species Act provide the administration 
with the power to end bowhead whaling 
under these circumstances. I have at
tached the pertinent sections on subsist
ence from those two laws-appendix II. 

The IWC has for many years debated 
the number of whales to be taken; the 
time and events make these issues almost 
irrelevant. What the people of the world 
ask is that we show ourselves capable 
of refraining from cruelty, of granting 
kindness to helpless beings, creatures 
that are in our power to destroy, whether 
they be Blacks in Africa, Indians in 
America, Palestinian refugees, or ref
ugees from the long holocaust in South
east Asia. 

While we may not be capable of help
ing all peoples, or even all refugees, we 
have it within our power to save the 
great whales and set an example of hope 
for saving other helpless beings. It seems 
to me we have a great opportunity to set 
this kind of an example for mankind at 
a time when the people of our world 
badly need reassurance that those in 
power care. 

With all due respect to the native peo
ples of Alaska and their historic reliance 
on bowhead hunting, the primary whal
ing nation, Japan, has an equally long 
history of reliance on whale meat, and 
we are asking Japan to terminate such 
relian.ce. I strongly believe we should re
examine our bowhead policy in this light. 

The material follows: 
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Member nations 

Whale conservationist nations : 

Commercial 
whaling 
moratorium 
(U.S. 
proposal) 

3-yr sperm 
whale 
moratorium 
(Seychelles 
proposal) 
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Pelagic/ 
factory ship 
moratorium 
(Panama 
proposal) 

APPENDIX I 

VOTES ON MAJOR ISSUES AT THE IWC I 

Coastal 
moratorium 
(Panama 
proposal) Member nations 

Whaling nations: 

Commercial 
whaling 
moratorium 
(U.S. 
proposal) 

3-yr sperm 
whale 
moratorium 
(Seychelles 
proposal) 

Pelagic/ 
factory ship 
moratorium 
(Panama 
proposal) 
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Coastal 
moratorium 
(Panama 
proposal) 

Australia ____ ______________ Yes __________ Yes ____ ______ Yes __________ Yes. BraziL ___________________ Abstain ______ Abstain ___ ___ Abstain ____ __ Abstain. 
France __ __________________ Yes __________ Yes __ ________ Yes __________ Yes. Chile 2 ____________________ No ____ _______ Absent_ ______ Yes ____ ______ No. 
Netherlands ___ ____________ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes. Denmark __________________ Abstain ______ No ___________ Yes . _________ Abstain. 
New Zealand _______________ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes. Iceland ____________________ No ___________ No ___ __ ______ Yes __________ No. 
Panama ___________________ Yes __________ Yes __ ________ Yes __________ Yes. Japan ____________ ______ ___ No ___________ No ___________ No ___________ No. 
Seychelles 2 ________________ Yes __________ Yes __ ________ Yes . _________ Yes. South Korea 2 ______________ No ___ ________ No _________ __ Abstain ______ No. 
Sweden 2 __________________ Yes ____ ______ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes. Norway ___________________ Abstain ______ Abstain ____ __ Yes __ _______ _ Abstain. 
United Kingdom ____________ Yes _________ _ Yes ____ ______ Yes . _________ Yes. Peru 2 _____________________ No ____ ____ ___ No ____ ___ ____ Yes _______ ___ No. 
United States ______ ________ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes. Spain 2 __ _________ _ ________ Abstain ___ ___ Abstain ____ __ Abstain ______ Abstain. 

Other nonwhaling nations: U.S.S.R ____________________ No _____ ______ No ____ _______ No ___________ Abstain. 
Canada ____________________ Abstain ______ Abstain _____ _ Yes __________ Abstain. Result.. ___ ______________ 11-6-5 _______ 11-5-5 _______ 18-2-3 ___ ____ 11-5-7. 
Mexico _____ _______________ Yes __ ______ __ Yes __ ________ Yes. ______ ___ Yes. 
Argentina ____________ _____ Yes __________ Yes __________ Yes __ ______ __ Yes. 
South Africa ___ ____________ Abstain ______ Abstain ______ Yes. _________ Abstain. 

1 Inclusion of a proposal on the IWC schedule requires a ~ majority vote. 2 New members since the last IWC meeting. 

APPENDIX II 
EXEMPTIONS FOR ALASKA NATIVES 

(b) The provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply with respect to the taking of any ma
rine mammal by any Indian, Aleut, or ~kimo 
who dwells on the coast of the North Pacific 
Ocean or the Arctic Ocean if such taking-

( 1) is for subsistence purposes by Alaskan 
natives who reside in Alaska, or 

(2) is done for purposes of creating and 
selling authentic native articles of handi
crafts and clothing: Provided, That only au
thentic native articles of handicrafts and 
clothing may be sold in interstate commerce: 
And provided further, That any edible por
tion of marine mammals may be sold in na
tive villages and towns in Alaska or for native 
consumption. For the purposes of this sub
section, the term "authentic native articles 
of handicrafts and clothing" means i terns 
composed wholly or in some significant re
spect of natural materials, and which are 
produced, decorated, or fashioned in the 
exercise of traditional native handicrafts 
without the use of pantographs, :multiple 
carvers, or other mass copying devices. Tra
ditional native handicrafts include, but are 
not limited to weaving, carving, drawing, and 
painting; and 

(3) in each case, is not accomplished in a 
wasteful manner. 

Notwithstanding the preceding provisions 
of this subsection, when, under this chap
ter, the Secretary determines any species or 
stock of marine mammal subject to taking 
by Indians, Aleuts, or Eskimos to be depleted, 
he may prescribe regulations upon the tak
ing of such marine mammals by any In
dian, Aleut, or Eskimo described in this sub
section. Such regulations may be established 
with reference to species or stocks, geographi
cal description of the area included, the sea
son for taking, or any other factors related 
to the reason for establishing such regula
tions and consistent with the purposes of 
this chapter. Such regulations shall be pre
scribed after notice and hearing required by 
section 1373 of this title and shall be removed 
as soon as the Secretary determines that the 
need for their imposition has disappeared. 

ALASKAN NATIVES 
(e) ( 1) Except as provided in paragraph ( 4) 

of this subsection the provisions of this 
chapter shall not apply with respect to the 
taking of any endangered species or threat
ened species, or the importation of any such 
species taken pursuant to this section, by-

(A) any Indian, Aleut, or ~kimo who is an 
Alaskan Native who resic!es in Alaska; or 

(B) any non-n1!1tive permanent resident of 
an Alaskan native village; 
if such taking is primarily for subsistence 
purposes. Non-edible byproducts of species 
taken pursuant to this section may be sold 
in interstate commerce when made into 
authentic native la.rticles of ha.ndlcra.fts a.nd 

. 

clothing; except that the provisions of this 
subsection shall not apply to any non-native 
resident of an Alaskan native village found 
by the Secretary to be not primarily depend
ent upon the taking of fish and wildlife for 
consumption or for the creation and sale of 
authentic native articles of handicrafts and 
clothing. 

(2) Any taking under this subsection may 
not be accomplished in a wasteful manner. 

(3) As used in this subsection-
(!) The term "subsistence" includes selling 

any edible portion of fish or wildlife in native 
villages and towns in Alaska for native con
sumption within native v1llages or towns; 
~:~,nd 

(11) The term "authentic native articles 
of handicrafts and clothing" means items 
composed wholly or in some significant re
spect of natural materials, and which are 
produced, decorated, or fashioned in the ex
ercise of traditional native handicrafts with
out the use of pantographs, multiple carvers, 
or other mass copying devices. Traditional 
handicrafts include, but are not limited to, 
weaving, carving, stitching, sewing, lacking, 
beading, drawing, and painting. 

(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph ( 1) of this subsection, whenever 
the Secretary determines that any species of 
fish or wildlife which is subject to taking 
under the provisions of this subsection is an 
endangered species or threatened species, and 
that such taking materially and negatively 
affects the threatened or endangered species, 
he may prescribe regulations upon the taking 
of such species by any such Indian, Aleut, 
Eskimo, or non-Native Alaskan resident of an 
Alaskan native village. Such regulations may 
be established with reference to species, geo
graphical description of the area. included, 
the season for taking, or any other factors 
related to the reason for establishing such 
regulations and consistent with the policy of 
this chapter. Such regulations shall be pre
scribed after a notice and hearings in the 
affected judicial districts of Alaska and as 
otherwise required by section 1373 of this 
title, and shall be removed as soon as the 
Secretary determines that the need for their 
impositions has disappeared. 

Pub. L. 93-205, § 10, Dec. 28, 1973, 87 Stat. 
896 .• 

IS SAC SUFFERING FROM OLD 
AGE? 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, the Stra
tegic Air Command <SAC) is ftying "ob-

solescent bombers." One SAC officer says 
that the B-52's now flying are older than 
their crews. 

These are among the findings of Drew 
Middleton. distinguished writer on mili
tary affairs for the New York Times. 
Middleton, having recently visited SAC 
bases, came away with the impression 
that while SAC personnel had high mo
rale, the equipment they work with is 
terribly out of date. 

At this time I wish to insert in the 
RECORD, "SAC Is Concerned Over Aging 
of Bombers," by Drew Middleton, the 
New York Times, July 27, 1979: 

SAC Is CONCERNED OVER AGING OF BOMBERS 
(By Drew Middleton) 

OFFUTT Am FORCE BASE, NEBR.-The 
Strategic Air Command, the United States' 
primary weapon to deter or to fight a nuclear 
war, appears to have reached a critical point 
at which its obsolescent bombers and in
creasingly vulnerable missile force are bal
anced only by the high morale of its person
nel. 

The Government has promised short-term 
improvements in the weaponry and long
term initiatives in the development of mis
siles and bombers. These promises, which 
would insure the nuclear balance of power 
into the 1990's if fulfilled, are probably the 
main reason the strategic arms limitation 
treaty with the Soviet Union has been cau
tiously endorsed by senior Air Force officers. 

But it is evident from talks with officers 
that if the Carter Administration or its suc
cessor and the Congress do not deliver on the 
promised improvements, the United States' 
weakness in relation to the Soviet nuclear 
forces will grow and as an officer phrased it, 
"There'll be a bumper crop of resignations
and they won't be corporals either." 

A note of anxiety permeates any discus
sion of what the relative American and 
Soviet military strengths, nuclear or conven
tional, will be in the next decade. Officers 
refer to "the window," the period in the 
early 1980's when they fear the United States 
will be inferior to the Soviet Union in the 
nuclear field and when they say they expect 
the Russians to use their superiority to 
launch conventional forces in pursuit of na
tional objectives in the Middle East, the 
Persian Gulf and Africa. 

TO VISITOR, SAC APPEARS POWERFUL 
To the casual observer the Strategic Air 

Command may appear as powerful as ever. 
There are the B-52's and FB-lll's nesting on 
their airfields. There are intercontinental 
ballistic missiles standing ready in their 
silos. There are thousands uoon thousands of 
devoted, enthusiastic young-men and women 
serving the weapons. There are experienced 
and zealous officers directing them . 
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Then an officer comments that some of the 

B-52's a.re older tha-n their crews. The first 
B-52 was delivered to the Air Force in 1952 in 
the Presidency of Dwight D. Eisenhower, the 
last in 1961 when John F. Kennedy occupied 
the White House. 

The B-52 was designed as a turboprop 
bomber. Generally its airframe has lasted re
markably well. But maintenance is expensive. 
Spare parts no longer in production have to 
be located or, if out of stock, manufactured. 
Short cuts have to be made in modernizing 
the electronic systems. New engines, radar 
and television systems add to the expense. 

When President Carter halted the develop
ment of the B-1 bomber in 1977, the FB-111 
took on new importance, which increased as 
the Russians deployed a new bomber known 
in the west as the Backfire. This plane, what
ever the Soviet Union says, is regarded by 
the Air Force as having an intercontinental 
bombing capab111ty. The FB-111 remains a 
medium-range bomber. 

The American fleet of land-based missiles 
ls threatened by the growing accuracy of 
Soviet missiles. Hardening sllos and increas
ing the accuracy of the Minuteman III are 
necessary steps. But most officers believe that 
the American land-based misslle force, as 
now constituted, would be at grave risk in 
war. 

No m111tary force is ever 100 percent effec
tive and efficient, although officers in every 
service grumble that the public expects it to 
be. But even the casual visitor learns about 
mechanical fallures in B-52's, about the an
cient tankers that serve the heavy bombers, 
the inordinate amount of time and effort 
needed to keep the Minuteman and Titan 
missiles viable. 

When a major effort, such as the recent 
exercise by the entire SAC network, is pre
pared and carried out, bomber squadrons 
report a high percentage of serviceable air
craft and missile officials say that all their 
"birds" are ready to go. But the conditions 
of long and meticulously prepared exercises 
should not be confused with those that 
would exist in a wa.r situation. 

NEED FOR MODERNIZATION STRESSED 

Modernization is the obvious answer, but 
"we waited too long to modernize," according 
to Gen. Richard H. Ell1s, the scholarly, soft
spoken head of the Strategic Air Command. 

The two modernization programs likely to 
strengthen SAC in the short term are the de
velopment of the air-launched cruise missile 
and modlflcation of the FB-111 to increase 
its range, double its payload and lengthen its 
fuselage and install the engine designed for 
theB-1. 

General Ellis believes that by late in the 
80's the B-52's armed with cruise missiles 
should be used in a stand-off role-that is 
the bombers would fire their missiles outside 
the reach of hostile defenses. These bombers 
w111 be B-52G's, which by that time would be 
unsuited to the role of penetration armed 
both with cruise misslles and short-range 
attack missiles. This mission might be left 
to the surviving B-52H's. 

By early next year, it is hoped in SAC, the 
competition between General Dynamics and 
Boeing for the contract for air-launched 
cruise missiles will have been decided and 
progress wm be made toward production. 

The FB-111, once modified, would also be 
a cruise-missile carrier. This plane is faster 
than the B-52 and has a smaller profile on 
radar. SAC has 89 of them and expects others 
to be transferred from the Tactical Air Force. 

Misslle modernization is more complicated 
and expensive. It involves not simply the 
production and deployment of a new missile, 
the MX mobile ICBM, but the hardening of 
silos containing the present fleet of Minute
man and Titan weapons and their moderni
zation. 
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The sincerity of the officers who insist 
that SAC needs these improvements if it is 
to keep pace with the Russians cannot be 
c..oubted. Neither can their anxiety over the 
possibility that political or economic 
changes may intervene to delay the modern
ization program. 

"I consider the next few years to be 
pivotal" General Ellis has said. "Despite the 
positive aspects of SALT II, we must not 
allow the lenthening shadow of the treaty 
to soften or hide the very real threat posed 
by the massive military machine of the 
Soviet Union. History has shown that wa.rs 
most often occur because of different per
ceptions of power." e 

OUTSTANDING NUTRITIONISTS 

HON. MATTHEW J. RINALDO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, two con
stituents of mine, Mrs. Ruth Moskowitz 
and Mrs. Donna D'Amato, were recently 
the subjects of an important news story 
in the Daily Journal, published in my 
district. 

Both these women have earned out
standing reputations as nutritionists, and 
they have made tremendous contribu
tions to Union County and to the Eliza
beth educational system. Only recently, 
Mrs. Moskowitz was commended by rep
resentatives of the American School Food 
Service Association as "one of the finest 
school food service directors with whom 
we have had the opportunity to work, a 
leader in her profession." By the same 
token, Mrs. D' Amato is widely known 
and respected throughout Union County 
as an exceptional professional in her 
field. 

Both these women justly deserve the 
praise and recognition they have re
ceived, and I would like to bring to my 
colleagues' attention the activities in 
which they have been so deeply and 
successfully involved. 

The article follows: 
SCHOOLS OFFER EARLY START ON TRAINING 

IN NUTRITION 

School cafeterias in Elizabeth are more 
than just places to eat. They are nutrition 
centers, a recent and growing concept in 
nutrition education. 

This statement comes from Mrs. Donna C. 
D'Amato, nutritionist with the Union County 
Chapter of the Heart Association, who coop
erated with Mrs. Ruth Moskowitz, director 
of food service for the Elizabeth Board of 
Education in setting up menus suitable for 
the just-concluded observance of Heart 
Month. 

The men us emphasize the primary goal of 
the school lunch program, which is the pro
motion Of good nutrition throughout the 
school year. 

The foods chosen meet the recommenda
tions of the American Heart Association for 
the maintenance of low blood cholesterol 
levels, being low in total fat, saturated fat 
and cholesterol. 

Along with eating properly, students are 
urged to exercise regularly to keep fit . 

In their consultations, Mrs. D'Amato and 
Mrs. Moskowtiz sought to make choices that 
would be popular with students besides 
achieving the goal of fat control. 
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Originally the government legislation for 
the Type A lunch menu pattern required five 
groups of foods which included butter and 
whole milk. This pattern has been modlfled 
to eliminate the fat requirement and include 
a choice of low-fat, skim and buttermilk
changes which favor the American Heart As
sociation dietary recommendations. 

In addition, menus planned by Mrs. 
Moskowitz have deemphasized the use of 
meats and emphasized poultry, fish and 
beans. Fridays are meatless days which in
clude fish burgers and pizza. Whole-grain 
products, fruits and vegetables in salads, 
soups, juices and fruit desserts round out the 
bllls of fare and make an important contri
bution to nutritional requirements. 

Another innovation in the school nutri
tion program is the availabllity of breakfast 
prior to· classes in all secondary schools. 

The school breakfast is composed of a 
choice of three items, including a fruit or 
juice, cereal or bread equivalent and milk 
types. 

The breakfast program is growing in pop
ularity and has improved attendance and 
punctuality. Studies have shown that eating 
breakfast improves perfor~nance, alertness, 
attention span and social behavior in the 
classroom. 

The menus for March call attention to Na
tional Nutrition Week which begins Sunday 
and promote the slogan, "Eat to Learn and 
Learn to Eat," developed by the American 
School Food Service Association.e 

AUTOMATIC CRASH PROTECTION 

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
House of Representatives will soon con
sider appropriations for the Department 
of Transportation. One of the important 
issues to be discussed at that time will 
be automatic crash protection. To assist 
Members in their preparation on this 
subject I submit the article "Automobile 
Restraint Systems-What They Can 
Mean To You" Which appeared in the 
Sheet Metal Workers Journal this 
month. 

AUTOMOBILE RESTRAINT SYSTEMS-WHAT 
THEY CAN MEAN To You! 

The Problem. In 1977 an average of 128 
persons were killed every day in traffic acci
dents in the United States, totalllng more 
than 46,800 during the year. The number of 
non-fatal injuries was many times more than 
these figures. Of these deaths, the majority, 
as would be expected, were drivers or front 
sea.t passengers in automobiles. 

Studies show that more than 50 percent of 
all passenger car occupant fatalities involve 
a frontal impact by at least one vehicle. Con
sequently if occupants could be protected in 
a frontal crash, there would be a dramatic 
reduction in both deaths and serious injuries, 
eliminating much tragedy for too many 
American families. 

What happens in these frontal collisions 
can be explained by Isaac Newton's laws of 
physics, familiar to those of us who were 
made aware of them in high school science 
courses. As applied to motor vehicle crashes, 
these laws hold that if you are riding in a 
vehicle that is moving at a given speed (say 
40 miles per hour) and the vehicle is brought 
to an abrupt stop, then you and any other 
passengers in the vehicle will continue 
travelling at 40 mph until something stops 
you. That "something" is usually the steer-
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ing column, the dashboard, the windshield, 
or a combination of them. The human in
juries occur, thus, in what is known as "the 
second collision." 

Auto safety engineers and designers have 
tried to deal with these physical laws by in
<>talling padded dashboards, energy absorb
ing, collapsible steering columns, and lami
nated safety windshields. While these devices 
have been extremely helpful in reducing 
some injuries and deaths, they do not deal 
with the basic problem of how to prevent 
occupants from striking the interior of the 
car. 

Fortunately, the means of solving the 
problem of the "second collision"--or greatly 
easing it--are available to all of us. 

The Solution. The safety engineers' 
answer to the problem of preventing auto
mobile occupants from being flung forward 
into lethal objects have been promoted and 
made available for many years. Since 1964, 
most new cars have had to have lap belts, 
and since 1968 all new cars have had to 
have both lap and shoulder belts as standard 
equipment. 

The major drawback to this solution is 
that these active restraint systems require 
the individual's action in fastening a buckle 
every time he or she gets in a car, before 
they can provide any protection. Studies have 
shown that only about 12 percent of front 
seat occupants and drivers wear both their 
lap and shoulder belts, and 7 percent wear 
lap belts alone. Despite all the publicity 
about the value of the belts, it is now known 
that 8 out of every 10 front seat occupants 
fail to fasten their safety belts. 

Recognizing the unwillingness of auto 
users to take the necessary action to belt 
themselves into their vehicles, a second solu
tion is now at hand with automatic devices 
called "passive restraint systems." These 
passive systems provide protection against 
injury or death without the car occupant 
having to take any action at all. They are 
simply there and available automatically 
whenever a frontal crash occurs. 
THE AUTOMATIC, PASSIVE RESTRAINT SYSTEMS 

One of the basic types of automatic re
straint systems is a refinement of the long
available belt system. The latest safety belt 
system is designed to move into place as each 
front seat occupant enters the vehicle and 
closes the door. There is no requirement for 
any action on the part of the occupant. Un
fortunately, these have become "standard" 
in only a few models. 

Most automatic belt systems have a single 
diagonal belt which fits across the chest, plus 
a padded knee bolster below the dashboard. 
The bolster prevents the occupant from sub
marining or sliding out from under the belt 
in a crash. Some systems also have an active 
lap belt which the occupant can buckle to 
increase the level of protection in other than 
frontal crashes, such as rollovers. There is 
also an emergency release for the diagonal 
belt if needed. 

The other, and perhaps best known type 
of passive restraint is the air cushion sys
tem, often called the "air bag." 

An air cushion restraint system is com
posed of a sensor in the area of the front 
bumper, and in some systems a second sensor 
on the firewall; a passenger air bag and infla
tor hidden on the right side of the dash
board; a driver air bag and inflator packaged 
in the hub of the steering wheel; and padded 
or inflatable knee restraints for the driver 
and the passenger. 

This system has an indicator lamp on the 
dashboard, which will glow for a few seconds 
to let you know the system is working. I! 
the car is involved in a serious frontal crash 
(equivalent to a 10-12 mph crash or greater 
tnto a solid barrier) the sudden impact causes 
the sensor to activate a nitrogen gas inflator. 
This inflates the bag instantly to cushion the 
occupants from striking the interior of the 
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vehicle. Thus at the same time the occupants 
move forward into the air bags which absorb 
the impact forces, the knee restraints or spe
cial knee restraint bags keep them from slid
ing under the bags. 

Most people do not realize the tremendous 
speed with which the entire process operates. 
The air cushions are fully inflated and par
tially deflated in about lh5th of a second. 
The porosity of the bags allows the air to 
escape even as they are being inflated. The 
complete process occurs so rapidly that if you 
were to blink your eyes, you would miss the 
bag inflation. However, it is that instant, 
which without the restraints, is all it takes 
for serious injury or death to occur. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

There are likely to be a number of ques
tions about the actual operation of passive 
restraint systems. The National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration offers the fol
lowing questions and answers in helping 
public understanding of these automatic 
systems: 

Q. Since passive belts restrain occupants 
automatically, how does one remove the belt 
in an emergency? 

A. Passive belts have an emergency release 
which is easy to use. 

Q. How much will air bags cost me as a car 
buyer? 

A. The Department of Transportation esti
mates that a full front system, which will 
meet the requirements of the federal stand
ard, need not cost much more than $100 to 
$150 above the present cost of safety shoulder 
belts. This added cost will be offset by ex
pected savings in annual insurance costs for 
cars equipped with automatic protection 
systems. 

Q. Are these systems really worth the 
money? 

A. Best estimates are that if all cars were 
equipped with air cushion systems, we would 
save 9,000 lives and prevent tens of thou
sands of moderate to serious injuries each 
year. Every traffic fatality costs society at 
least several hundred thousand dollars, not 
including the immeasurable costs of suf
fering and human loss to families of victims. 

Q. Is there a danger that the air bags 
might go off without reason and cause the 
driver to lose control? 

A. Only 3 such deployments have occurred 
in more than 620 mlllion miles of over-the
road use, none of which caused loss of con
trol. But even if this did occur, the small 
size of the driver's air bag and the split
second inflation and deflation is so rapid 
that it should not cause loss of vehicle 
control. 

Q. What if the air bag fails to inflate in 
a crash? 

A. In all the years of testing, and with 
395 known crashes involving the air bag 
equipped cars, none have failed to inflate 
in production cars. 

Q. Will the air bag damage my hearing 
when it inflates? 

A. In all the crashes to date there has 
not been a single complaint of injury to the 
ear or hearing. Most occupants have told 
crash investigators that they did not hear 
the air bag inflate over the sound of the 
crash itself. 

Q. Is the gas used to inflate the air bag 
poisonous? 

A. No! In most systems the gas is nitrogen 
which makes up 78 percent of the air we 
breathe. In some systems, the nitrogen has 
been generated from a solid chemical called 
sodium azide. In its solid form, this chemi
cal is toxic, but in the air bag unit the 
chemical is hermetically sealed until it is 
changed into nitrogen by an electrical im
pulse during a. crash. 

According to the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration the automatic re
straint systems have undergone more re-
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search, development and testing than any 
auto safety device ever proposed. Further 
the passive restraint systems represent the 
most significant advance in auto safety in 
decades, and truly offer "a breath in life" 
to American motorists.e 

INCUBATOR FOR YOUNG 
BUSINESSES 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, small busi
nesses in the United States are the coun
try's prime job-generating firms, but the 
lack of management expertise and short
comings in financial planning of entre
preneurs often doom these businesses to 
premature death. 

Control Data Corp., one of Minnesota's 
innovative, technology-oriented compa
nies, is embarking on a system of busi
ness technology centers to make avail
able these important elements to small 
business managers. St. Paul is the site 
of the first suoh center because William 
Norris, chairman of Control Data Corp., 
and his colleagues find the climate there 
conducive for innovation. Innovation has 
been encouraged in St. Paul by Mayor 
George Latimer, his able staff, and the 
business and community leaders of the 
city. 

I include, as part of my remarks, an 
article from the Washington Post of 
July 28, 1979, which describes the busi
ness technology center concept and its 
goals: 

INCUBATOR FOR YOUNG BUSINESSES 

(By Neal A. Peirce) 
ST. PAUL.-A remarkable incubator for 

fledgling businesses in innovative technology 
fields is taking form in a refurbished eight
story building within St. Paul's Lowertown 
redevelopment project. 

It is called a "business and technology 
center" by its founder-landlord, Control Da.ta 
Corp., the Twin Cities' multi-billion-dollar 
computer and technology firm. If the St. Paul 
center succeeds, it could well be the proto
type for scores of similar centers, helping 
small businesses get off the ground in cities 
across the country. 

A pipedream? Perhaps. But Control Data 
founder-board chairman William Norris and 
his colleagues don't believe they're engaged in 
a "do-good" charitable enterprise. They ex
pect business and technology centers to be
come modest money-makers for their owners, 
even while they generate desperately needed 
jobs in the nation's inner cities. 

The rationale behind the concept--one 
of the many innovative ideas Norris has 
spawned in his belief that urban economic 
problems can be turned into opportunities
is rather simple. Urbanologists, such as Jane 
Jacobs, have long noted that it was thou
sands of embryonic businesses which gave 
cities their vitality and that urban decline 
parallels a falloff in entrepreneurial starts. 
And fresh research by David Birch of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
reveals that small firms-those with 20 or 
fewer workers-have accounted for a star
tling two-thirds of all new jobs created in the 
nation since 1960. 

But job generation in the cities has fallen 
wen behind their employment needs. The 
obstacles to entrepreneurial success-ranging 
from lack of capit>a.I to often-fatal lack ot 
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management expertise and financial plan
ning-are both legion and legendary. 

To lower the mortality rate of new, small 
enterprises, the business and technology cen
ters will offer them- under one roof and at 
reasonable prices-an array of services gen
erally expensive, difficult, or on occasion 
impossible for an entrepreneur to obtain. 
The regular lease, for office and laboratory 
spaces ranging from 100 to 20,000 square feet, 
will include, at a competitive $8.95 per square 
foot monthly, rental, cleaning services, 
utllity, security, telephone answering service 
and receptionist, mail processing, confer
ence rooms, a technical laboratory and 
library facilities. 

But the real benefit to small firms may 
come from the optional in-house profes
sional services provided by Control Data on a 
fee basis. For example, financial counseling 
will be offered in such areas as venture 
capital, risk management, taxes, insurance 
and qualifying for government small busi
ness loans. In the personnel area, Control 
Data will have available counsel on recruit
ing, labor relations, employee counseling and 
payroll management. Advice will be offered 
on coping with government regulations and 
on advertising and promotion. 

Expeoting maruy technology-oriented firms, 
Control Data will offer, also in-house, com
pressed air and vacuum lines, extended vent
ing and plumbing, steam and chilled water 
and de-ionized water--services often ex
horbitantly expensive for freestanding small 
businesses. 

Finally, the business and technology cen
ters will make available in-house training 
and education, using Control Data's success
ful computerized skills teaching method, 
"PLATA," which offers several courses di
rectly relevant to small business needs and 
also permits a business owner to play "what
if" games simulating his or her business 's 
situation. 

For some executives of small firms, the 
most valuabe elemeillt of the center may be 
peer interchange-the talks across the hall
ways with other entrepreneurs !acing Sdmilar 
difficulties and challenges. 

"Success breeds success in entrepreneur
ism," says Control Data's senior vice 
president for urban affairs, Herbert Trader. 
"Any time you see two or three successful 
businesses, you will see many times more 
get started." And the goal of the centers, 
Trader sa.id, "is to have people medium-sized 
and established and strike out on their own. 

Control Data hopes to realize Lts BTC 
profits not as a landlord, but in the sale 
of optional services--creating m.any new 
customers for its products along the way. 
Full ·occupancy of the St. Paul center isn't 
expected until next year, but several ten
ants--a medical graphdcs firm, a Control 
Data Institute, an acoustical tile cleaning 
company and others-are already signed up. 

How fast might the business and tech
nology center concept spread? Control Data 
has already announced other such centers 
in Minneapolis and Toledo, and Philadelphia 
appears a strong candidate for a fourth 
location. Norris believes Control Dalta dtself 
will eventually be unable to meet the de
mand and will arrange to franchise small
business persons to operate the centers.e 

VETERANS' ADN.UNITSTRATION 
HOSPITALS 

HON. ELWOOD HILLIS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, for over 2 
years, the various veterans organizations 
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have been unanimous in their testimony 
before the House Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs and have been telling us, and 
all Members of Congress, of the rapid de
terioration of service to our Nation's vet
erans at both VA hospitals and regional 
offices. Because of their testimony and 
because of my concern that our Nation's 
veterans should not be penalized in the 
name of economy, I recently made an 
inspection of the VA's regional office and 
medical center in Indianapolis. 

I want to share with my colleagues the 
results of my tour at these facilities. At 
the outset, I want to commend both Wil
liam H. Brewster, director of the regional 
office, and W. Maurice McHaffie, direc
tor of the medical center, and their very 
able staffs. In truth, they are doing their 
very best with the resources given them 
by the VA's Central Office and the Ad
ministration. The comments which follow 
are in no way intended to be critical of 
these fine public servants. 

The House Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs and its subcommittees have con
ducted many hearings this year on the 
VA medical system, the VA's Target sys
tem, and in general, the services per
formed by the VA for the benefit of 
America's veterans. 

Mr. concern had been heightened by 
recent hearings of the Subcommittee on 
Special Investigations on the V A's Target 
computer system. For the benefit of my 
colleagues, the system was envisioned to 
increase the efficiency of the Department 
of Veterans Benefits with fewer person
nel. When fully operational all regional 
offices of the VA will be tied in to one 
computer network with information in
stantly retrievable. 

However, several problems have oc
curred in the system so that phase I of 
the program is already months behind 
schedule with the Department of Vet
erans' Benefits being forced to use sig
nificant amounts of overtime to make up 
the difference. Through May of this year, 
DVB had spent $2,843,000 in overtime 
alone-a 237-percent increase over the 
amount spent through May 1978-and 
more than twice the amount obligated 
for the entire year in fiscal year 1978. In 
fact, in order for the system to be even 
partially functional, 15 regional offices in 
the eastern region were removed from 
the computer network late last month. 
When asked to predict when phase I 
would be operational, the VA representa
tives were unable to do so with any cer
tainty. 

Mr. Speaker, the decision to cut back 
personnel within the Department of Vet
erans' Benefits was not made by the 
Chief Benefits Director, but rather at a 
higher level within the Veterans' Admin
istration-and probably within the Of
fice of Management and Budget as well. 
It is unconscionable for either OMB or 
the Administrator of Veterans· Affairs to 
cut this vitally important section of vet
erans services before the Target system 
had proven itself. It is hardly cost effec
tive, yet the Administrator has repeat
edly assured the committee that imple
mentation of Target would indeed be 
"cost effective." Let me point out, Mr. 
Speaker, that we are toying with the sur-
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viva! of the disabled veteran and his 
family-a check received late may be a 
number on a chart to the VA, but it is a 
tragedy to the veteran. 

In my visit to the regional office in the 
Federal Building in Indianapolis, I was 
most graciously received by Mr. William 
Brewster, the director, together with his 
staff. They gave me a briefing and dem
onstration of the Target system in op
eration and a number of varied applica
tions. 

It was disconcerting to learn, however, 
on that day alone, Monday, July 23, the 
system had been down or nonoperational 
over 20 percent of the time. Mr. Brewster 
explained that the more the system 
seemed to be utilized in the operation of 
the regional offices, the greater the down 
time. This appears to be due to rapid 
installation throughout the system and 
an overloading and overtaxing of the 
system. 

I did get to see the system in opera
tion and was most impressed as I 
watched a VA counselor talking by tele
phone with a young veteran who was 
making an inquiry concerning his educa
tional benefits. Immediately, the coun
selor was able to summon through the 
Target system the records of this veteran 
from the Houston Records Center and 
thereby, was able to explain to him the 
reason why the payments had been 
temporarily suspended. 

Apparently, the morale of the em
ployees of the VA is affected by the Tar
get system. It is of tremendous assist
ance to them in serving the veterans. 
When it is not operational, it is highly 
frustrating to each person involved in 
the system because it delays the procure
ment of needed information to serve the 
veterans. 

Again I commend Mr. Brewster and 
his staff for their dedicated service to 
three-quarters of a million veterans who 
are residing in Indiana. 

The purpose of my inspection of the 
medical center was prompted by repeat
ed complaints received from veterans 
that they are being denied proper treat
ment at VA facilities. I am afraid that 
this may, in fact, be true. 

We are all too familiar with the 
budget restrictions imposed upon all 
Federal agencies, and in particular, the 
Veteran:;' Administration. For the past 
2 years, the administration has recom
mended inadequate funding for the VA 
and its programs. Twice the Congress 
has come to the aid of our Nation's vet
erans over the administration's objec
tions. The VA's Department of Medicine 
and Surgery is the finest in the world 
and we cannot sit idly by and permit 
it to be di3mantled piece by piece, bene
fit by benefit. The Congress must once 
and for all tell the administration that 
enough is enough-we will not tolerate 
any further reductions in services ren
dered to and benefits earned by those 
who fought in the defense of their 
country. 

I might personally reflect on my visit 
to the lOth Street Hospital. Although 
my visit wa:; brief due to the shortage 
of time available, I was well received 
by Mr. Maurice McHaffie, the director, 
accompanied by Mr. Connlley and was 
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shown many of their facilities. The hos
pital was clean, neat, and well oper
ated-a credit to the Veterans' Admin
istration. I was most interested in the 
new facilities that will be available as 
soon as the new wing presently under 
construction is open in the fall of 1980. 

Th<! lOth Street Hospital is certainly 
a fine facility for our Nation's veterans. 
It is most important that we keep it that 
way by providing the best equipment 
and personnel that we possibly can in 
this and similar facilities throughout 
our country. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, last week the 
President sent a series of shock waves 
throughout America in his attempt to 
bolster his ratings in the public opinion 
polls. I am not convinced the actions 
taken will in any way remedy our N a
tion's energy problems and it is doubtful 
that they will have the effect desired by 
the President. However, if the President 
insists that replacing ineffective public 
servants will, indeed, restore confidence 
in Washington, then perhaps he should 
include the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs and replace him with someone 
who will represent the needs of Amer
ica's veteran population, who will resist 
OMB's unwarranted attempts to legis
late, and who will stop the continued 
erosion of the VA and its programs.e 

THE AMERICAN LEGION'S STAND ON 
NUCLEAR WASTE 

HON. JOHN W. WYDLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the dangers of living and working in 
Washington is that we sometimes make 
the mistake of thinking that all of the 
possible answers to this Nation's prob
lems are arrived at by policymakers right 
here. The American Legion has sent me 
a copy of a resolution passed in In
diana,polis, Ind., by their National Execu
tive Committee on the subject of nuclear 
waste. It is very valuable for all of us 
in the Congress to obtain perspectives on 
critical questions such as this by or
ganizations which take an interest in a 
broad range of national issues. 

The American Legion's recommenda
tions are sensible and worthy of serious 
consideration. They conclude that nu
clear energy must continue to be a major 
producer of this Nation's electrical 
power, but that the Federal Government 
must demonstrate that waste material 
can be stored safely and they list several 
suggestions in this regard. I share their 
concern about nuclear waste and hope 
the administration will adopt a policy to 
solve the problem since the technology is 
available. I have inserted the Legion pro
posals for the information of all my 
colleagues : 

RESOLUTION No. 12: NUCLEAR WASTE 
ISOLATION PILOT PROJECT 

Whereas, The demand for electrica.l energy 
will continue to increase, and having suffi
cient generating capa.ctty to meet this de
m.a.nd is necessary to avoid blackouts, 
economic disruption, and social disorder; and 
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Whereas, In order to avoid even larger im

ports of oil, the only alternatives available to 
generate the needed electricity are coal and 
nuclear; and 

Whereas, It is important to have a balance 
between nuclear and coal-fired generating 
units in the future, and the development 
of nuclear generating units is being serious
ly delayed by lack of a policy for dealing with 
high level nuclear wastes; and 

Whereas, Since the initial inception of 
commercial nuclear power and the military 
nuclear program, the ultim.a.te disposal of 
high level nuclear waste has been reserved 
by the federal government as its responsibili
ty; and 

Whereas, It is now almost 35 years since 
the beginning of the military nuclear pro
gram, and 20 years since the first commer
cial nuclear power plant began operation, 
and still the federal government has no plan 
for disposal of these wastes; now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, By the National Executive Com
mittee of The American Legion in regul84' 
meeting assembled in Indianapolis, Indiana, 
M&.y 2-3, 1979, That the Congress and the 
Administration through legislation and pol
icy decisions should develop a plan for the 
safe interim and permanent disposal of high 
level nuclear wastes; and, be it further 

Resolved, That the interim storage pro
gram should be endorsed by the Congress 
in 1979 and contain, among others, the fol
lowing features; 

1. A clear statement by the government of 
the United States that these wastes can be 
safely disposed of in permanent underground 
storage facilities. 

2. A commitment to have a permanent dis
posal facility operational as soon as pos
sible and a firm time table for the licensing, 
design, construction, and testing phases of 
the project leading to full operation no later 
than the late 1980's.e 

WHOSE MALAISE? 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, President 
Carter's recent reference to a "national 
malaise" has resulted in numerous ques
tions about where and when and how 
such a malaise came to be. Columnist 
Joseph Kraft recently addressed that 
question. His conClusion is that we do 
not have some single, all-encompassing 
national sickness of the spirit. Rather, 
he writes, we have areas of our national 
life that seem to be thriving while others 
decline. 

Kraft claims that "Big America"-the 
producers and managers and indus
trialists-is suffering from doubts and 
loss of self-confidence. He asks: "But is 
tilting away from Big America, a good 
way to solve the problems of energy scar
city-and inflation? Is it even a recipe for 
increasing national self-confidence?" 

At this point I wish to insert in the 
RECORD, "Whose Malaise?" by Joseph 
Kraft, the Washington Post, July 24, 
1979: 

WHOSE MALAISE? 

(By Joseph Kraft) 
DETROIT.-Jiminy Carter speaks of the 

"national malaise" as though it were creamy 
peanut butter spread evenly across the land. 
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In fact, while some groups and sections have 
waned in self-confidence, others have surged. 
There is a structure to the American dis
temper, and a good place to observe it is this 
capital of the industrial heartland, Detroit. 

Twenty-five years ago the managers of the 
auto industry could fairly claim to run the 
country. Harlow Curtice, .the boss at General 
Motors, was Time's Man of the Year in 1955. 
The chief politico in the Eisenhower admin
istration was a Michigan Chevrolet dealer, 
Postmaster General Arthur Summerfield. 
Fiscal matters were dominated by a Detroit 
banker, Joseph Dodge, who served as director 
of .the Bureau of the Budget. Defense Secre
tary Charles Wilson, a former head of GM, 
only asserted what seemed obvious when he 
said, in effect, what's good for General Motors 
is good for America. 

Now all that is changed. Chrysler verges on 
bankruptcy, and its chairman, John Riccardo, 
complains that " there has been built up 
around our industry a mcs.t unfortunate 
stereotype." 

Detroit makes money, but chiefly from for
eign sales-60 percent of profits from the first 
quarter of this year, and 48 percent in 1Yi3 . 
Henry Ford II is abandoning his operational 
role under a cascade of legal actions brouglt '.: 
by his wife, his nephew and a group of mi
nority stockholders. 

GM remains the world's leading industrial 
corporation, and its chairxna.n, Thomas Mur
phy, is a missionary for the business creed. 
But even Murphy complains about an illog
ical suspicion of business success," which is 
translated into "increased government regu
lation that compounds the cost disadvan
tages under wh:ich American business is 
forced to compete." 

Across town from GM, at the United Auto 
Workers, however, there are no such hang
ups. UAW President Douglas Fraser opened 
negotiations for a new labor contract last 
week in a relaxed frame of mind. "We know 
who we are, and we know who they are," he 
said easily in an interview. "We know we can 
conduct a strike. We know they can take a 
strike. There's nothing to prove anymore." 
Fraser used the opening of negotiations with 
GM to draw attention to an election in a new 
plant in Oklahoma City-an election the 
union won by a 2-to-1 vote. He opened talks 
with Chrysler by calling on the government 
to ball out the company and take a piece 
of its equity. 

Equally sure of himself is the black mayor 
of Detroit, Coleman Young. Mayor Young 
acknowledges that the country is slipping 
into a recession that could mean for Detroit 
harder times than the downturn of 1974 
when local unemployment hit 23 percent. 
still, he says, "the mood of the town is up
beat." 

As reason for the upbeat mood he cites a 
coalition among business leaders, the unions 
and minority groups. Thanks to that coali
tion the city now enjoys a downtown build
ing ·boom, based around Renaissance Center, 
the $300 million skyscraper complex along 
the Detroit River, which was financed by 
federal funds and grants from the Ford and 
Rockefeller families. 

Young cites with even more enthusiasm 
afl.irmative action, which has increased the 
number of blacks on the police force from 
less than 15 percent at the time of the 
1967 race riots to -about 50 percent. "People 
aren't afraid to talk to the police now," he 
says. "We have a phenomenal rate of ar
rests-98 percent of all crimes lead to arrests. 
And since 1977 crime is down by 30 percent." 

What emerges from all this, I believe, is a 
clear sense of the morphology of national 
malaise. Those primarily concerned wit!h lin
proving the quality of life, the group I have 
called Little America, are clearly in the as
cendant. They are increasingly turning pro
ductive enterprise to the advantage of better 
race relations and more leisure time and 
high pensions for workers. 
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Those primarily concerned with increasing 

output, the group I have called Big America, 
are on the defensive . Far from concentrating 
on production, the managers who once used 
Detroit as a base for running the nation now 
have to worry about race relations, the inner 
city, Sun Belt plants like the one in Okla
homa, government regulations, gasoline 
availability and foreign competition. 

The trick in running the country is to 
strike the right balance between those two 
groups. President Carter came to power 
thanks to a populist coalition of southerners, 
minorities and reformers from Middle 
America. He is now drawing closer to his 
original constituency. Probably that is good 
politics. 

But is tilting away from Big America a 
good way to solve the problems of energy 
scarcity and inflation? Is it even a recipe for 
increasing national self-confidence?e 

INFLATION CONTROL 

HON. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, the in
flationary spiral which continues to 
ravage our Nation, and our people, is of 
growing concern to me as I am sure it 
is to my colleagues. Every segment of 
our society, from the largest corporation 
to the average working man and wom
an, sees its dreams and plans for the 
future battered anew each month be
neath the hammer blows of rising prices. 

Families and businesses alike sacrifice 
plans for a brighter future on the altar 
of today's necessities. Food, clothing, 
shelter, and energy take a deeper bite 
each month from the money available, 
leaving little or none for growth and 
development. 

For the senior citizen, caught between 
the anchor of a fixed income and the 
rising tide of inflation, the world is a 
dark and forboding place. Unless that 
tide is checked he faces the very real 
possibility that he will drown in a sea 
of bills. A time of life which should be 
a reward for a job well done becomes 
instead a daily struggle to survive in an 
increasingly hostile world. 

For the average working family, plans 
for a college education for their children, 
a new car next year, or some improve
ments to their home must give way to the 
increasingly difficult task of putting 
food on the table, buying gasoline for 
necessary trips to work and paying 
utility and heating bills which are 
climbing much faster than income. 

For our young people-the real hope 
for our future as a free society-that 
future must look bleak indeed. The 
dream of marriage, a home of their own 
and a chance to participate fully in what 
they have been told is the American 
dream is becoming instead a financial 
nightmare. 

Business and industry across our land 
face the same kinds of problems mul
tiplied manyfold. As chairman of the 
Congressional Steel Caucus, I am in
timately familiar with the challenges our 
steel industry must meet in a climate of 
mounting foreign competition and re-
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duced capital flow. Modern, efficient 
foreign plants backed by government 
subsidies are able, in all too many cases, 
to outproduce the tired facilities still on 
line in many of our own steel plants. 
The steel companies need capital to 
finance the expansion and moderniza
tion programs which would make them 
competitive but, in a time of double digit 
inflation, people are putting their money 
into goods and services instead of into 
the kinds of savings programs which 
normally could be counted upon to pro
vide industrial capital. 

Thus, inflation becomes a self-per
petuating phenomenon. Once people per
ceive that money in a 5-percent savings 
account will not keep up with double 
digit inflation, they begin to spend that 
money on things which they feel will ap
preciate in value. Indeed, they go into 
debt to make purchases which they in
tend to pay for with inflated dollars. 
More and more of those dollars chasing 
fewer and fewer goods push prices up 
again until another round of inflation is 
touched off and the process repeats 
itself. 

We cannot and must not, Mr. Speaker, 
permit this disastrous inflationary spiral 
to continue. Make no mistake, this Na
tion is today locked in an economic life 
and death struggle. Either we will solve 
the problem of mounting inflation and 
all its attendant evils or it will destroy 
American society as we know it. 

We will get little argument on the 
need for solving our inflation problem, 
Mr. Speaker. I am sure the Members of 
this Congress, as well as the people in the 
administration, are unanimous in their 
acceptance of that basic premise. Our 
differences lie not in our perception of 
the seriousness of the disease but in the 
kind and strength of the medicine needed 
to cure it. 

The administration's prescription of 
voluntary wage and price guidelines has 
not effected a cure. Indeed, the infla
tionary fever burns higher each month 
and the patient sinks deeper toward a 
coma from which he may not recover. 

Stronger medicine may be required, 
Mr. Speaker, and it may have to be ad
ministered soon if it is to be effective. 
Administration spokesmen say recent 
economic indicators show the economy is 
beginning to cool off and they expect in
flation to be dampened without serious 
damage to our employment picture. I 
hope fervently that is true. But if it is 
not, it will be the responsibility of this 
Congress to take steps to freeze wages 
and prices where they are while we 
search for a permanent solution. 

Legislation to again give the President 
standby authority to apply mandatory 
wage and price controls has been sug
gested and that step may have to be tak
en if conditions do not soon show im
provement. If that becomes necessary, 
we must be absolutely certain that they 
are applied fairly and firmly to all seg
ments of the economy. 

We must be sure, if we are forced to 
take this step, that those workers and 
companies which have complied with 
the voluntary guidelines do not have to 
live with the results of 13- or 14-percent 
infiation. ·we must also be sure that such 
controls be applied equitably to wages, 
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prices, profits, and interest rates. Above 
all, we must be sure that they are not 
applied too late and taken off too soon 
as they were the last time they were 
used. 

Those who oppose mandatory wage 
and price controls say they do not work. 
They argue that when they are finally 
removed, the economic pressures built up 
during the period of controls will only 
create a new round of inflation. I suggest, 
Mr. Speaker, that this does not have to 
be true. 

We are faced today with an economic 
threat of crisis proportions. We need a 
way to stop the rising spiral of wages and 
prices dead in its tracks while we devise 
ways and means of making our economy 
strong and stable over the long haul. 
Mandatory controls will give us that 
breathing space and their removal can 
be handled in a gradual and controlled 
manner which need not trigger a new 
round of inflation. 

For example, wage and price increases 
after controls are removed could be tied 
by law to the real increase in our gross 
national product. Such increases would 
not be inflationary but would provide in
centives for both labor and industry to 
increase wages and profits by increasing 
production. 

Another alternative would be to remove 
controls gradually with wage and price 
increases tied to a mandatory percentage 
instead of voluntary guidelines. In either 
case, the Government could retain the 
the power to reimpose controls if infla
tion should begin to heat up again. 

Other industrial nations in the West
ern World have followed this procedure 
with success-imposing controls to halt 
the wage-price spiral while the necessary 
steps were taken to restore their economy 
to an even keel and establish the neces
sary climate for a gradual and controlled 
return to a free market economy. 

What has been done successfully in 
other nations can be done in America, 
Mr. Speaker. My faith in the American 
people and the American system remains 
high. I am confident both will respond to 
any program which is perceived to be 
necessary and fair. 

It is up to Congress and the adminis
tration to provide that kind of program. 
If we do, I am sure we will find that 
faith justified.e 

OIL COMPANIES' MANIPULATION OF 
THE OIL CRISIS OF 1979 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 
• Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the pub
lic anxiety about oil is not only directed 
at its soaring price and uncertain supply, 
but also reflects their perception of the 
lack of control over this fundamental 
resource. The picture of a small number 
of oil-producing countries and a handful 
of giant oil companies arrogantly lord
ing over this essential resource is under
standably an infuriating one. 
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Fred Cook, the veteran investigative 
reporter, has examined carefully the 
most recent oil shortage and boost in oil 
prices, and has concluded that it is yet 
another example of the private power of 
the oil companies subduing the general 
interests of consumers and citizens. His 
analysis is noteworthy for two reasons 
in particular. He dispels the myth of an 
oil shortage, that serves so well the in
dustry, and raises pertinent questions 
about the adequacy of the President's 
recently announced energy program, 
that has failed to come to terms with 
the lack of public accountability of the 
oil industry. 

I highly recommend the following ar
ticle by Fred Cook, "That Great Oil 
Crisis of 1979 Is No Crisis," which ap
peared in the Washington Post on July 
29: 

THAT GREAT OIL "CRISIS" OF '79? THE 
NUMBERS SPELL OUT FRAUD 

The Great "oil crisis" of the summer of 
1979 may well go down in history as one 
of the greatest frauds ever perpetrated on a 
helpless people. The reality is that there 
was no shortage of oil; this is verified by 
every responsible source. Indeed, solid statis
tics show that there was more oil available 
than there had been in 1978 when there 
were no gas lines, no murders of frustrated 
motorists-in a word, no "crisis." 

President Carter 's Sermon from the Mount 
on Sunday night, July 15, ignored this re
ality. He insisted that the shortage was 
"real." To have admitted that it was not 
would have entailed an admission of the 
culpability of Big Oil and of Preisdent Car
ter's own recumbent Department of Energy. 

The naive may say to themselves, "Why, 
this cannot be." So let's begin by citing 
some sources: A Federal Trade Commission 
study concluded on May 30 that gasoline 
supplies were up from 4 to 8 percent (de
pending on the month in which the com
parison was made) during the first four 
months of 1979 over the comparable period 
in 1978. U.S. Customs figures, independently 
verified by House of Representatives re
searchers. show that the "Iranian shortfall" 
so widely trumpeted to validate the "crisis" 
was a red herring, because imports of oil 
during the first five months of 1979 actually 
increased 10 percent over 1978. A world en
ergy assessment by the Central Intelligence 
Agency shows that world oil production in 
the first quarter of 1979 was up despite the 
Iranian disruption: that U.S. imports 
through May showed a big increase over 
1978 figures-and that American firms, in 
this time of supposed "crisis." were export
ing more oil than they had in 1978. 

When President Carter came down from 
the Mount, he thumped the table in the 
Oval Office and announced that he was 'not 
going to permit the importation of a single 
gallon of oil more than we had imported in 
1977. But we imported so much oil in 1977 
that Big Oil suffered acute glut pains and 
couldn't get those prices up. 

The industry's own figures show total 
crude oil stocks (in millions of barrels) at 
yearend 1977 reached 339.859, a 19.1 percent 
increase over 1976. At yearend 1978, total 
stocks had dropped to 314.462, a decrease of 
7.5 percent, bringing us into 1979 with a 
potentially short situation. 

But, as in almost every facet of this story, 
things weren't what they seemed. In addi
tion to the normal crude oil supplies, the 
federal government has established a stra
tegic petroleum reserve . Into this reserve, 
stored in salt domes in Louisiana, it had 
poured literally billions of gallons of 1m
ported oil; and the Department of Energy, 
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with its usual efficiency, has dumped all 
that oil into the caverns without thinking 
about installing pumps to get it out. 

If one includes the extra millions of bar
rels that were committed to the govern
ment's strategic reserve in 1978, the figures 
on the nation's total petroleum stocks, ex
pressed in millions of barrels, read this 
way: 381,322 at end of 1978 compared with 
347,689 at the end of that 1977 "glut" year. 

In other words, the nation came into 1979 
with 9.7 percent more crude stocks on the 
market and in the reserve than it had had 
at the start of 1978, when the industry was 
moaning because it had so much oil it 
couldn't even get gasoline prices up to the 
permitted ceilings. It is enough to make one 
ask, "What the devil goes on here?" What 
went on is fairly obvious, though only the 
naive would expect to get a straight answer 
from James L. Schlesinger's Department of 
Energy. 

Big Oil drew down stocks during 1978 and 
by late fall had created a situation where 
there began to be alarming talk of shortages. 
Shell Oil led the way, imposing drastic cuts 
on the delivery of gasoline to its retailers; 
Mobil, Citgo, the whole tribe fell into line 
behind the force play. Retail gasoline deal
ers roared their outrage; there was a nasty 
fl.areback of damaging publicity, and the 
big oil companies backed off for the mo
ment, restoring deliveries to nearly normal. 

Then, heaven sent, came Iran. The Iranian 
revolution closed down the oil fields, and the 
myth of the "Iranian shortfall" was born. 
Actually, only 5 percent of our imported 
oil came from Iran, and this shortage was 
quickly offset by stepped-up production in 
Saudi Arabia, increased Alaskan supplies and 
lesser increases from other sources. CIA fig
ures show that free world production (ex
pressed in thousands of barrels daily) rose 
to 46,515 in the first quarter of 1979 com
pared to 46,305 in 1978. Customs figures, as 
recorded by the Bureau of Census, show 
that imports through May increased 10 per
cent over those for the first five weeks of 
1978. 

Indeed, the imports for these first five 
months of 1979 almost matched the levels 
established in the "glut" year of 1977. The 
CIA in-depth study echoed the Customs Bu
reau's findings. It showed imports in the first 
five months of 1979 outstripping 1978. Dur
ing the first three months, imports averaged 
well over a million barrels a day, and in April 
and May they were only slightly below that 
figure. By contrast, in 1978 imports reached 
the 8 million-barrel-a-day figure in only two 
of the first five months, and in the remain
ing months, they trailed considerably behind 
the 1979 import figures. 

The CIA assessment revealed another cu
rious fact. In this 1979 year of "crisis," Amer
ican firms actually exported more oil in every 
one of the first five months than they had in 
either 1977 or 1978. Exports ranged from 329,-
000 barrels daily in January to 445,000 barrels 
daily in both April and May. Yet, in lush 
1977, exports had ranged from only 192,000 
barrels daily to 288,000. The fact that we were 
exporting more oil in 1979 than we had in the 
two previous non-crisis years would seem to 
indicate manipulation of the market. 

This suspicion, shared by more than two
thirds of the American people, according to 
public opinion polls, is reinforced when one 
reads the Federal Trade Commission memo 
of May 30. Reporting on a study made by the 
commission's staff, the memo said: 

"The data indicates, among other things, 
that gasoline supplies in 1979 were up by 4-8 
percent, depending on the time period, over 
1978's. Net supply of gasoline in April was 
particularly plentiful compared to the previ
OUS April (up by 22.9 percent). Significantly, 
however, every time period-month, quarter. 
third-shows increased supplies and no_}ndi-
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cation of a shortage." Not only were supplies 
of gasoline more plentiful in 1979, but de
mand was down. According to figures from 
:..he OECD (Organization for Economic Co
operation and Development) in Paris, United 
States oil consumption in the period from 
January to April, 1979, was nearly 1 percent 
below the level of the same period in 1978. 

Yet it w:1.s in late April and early May that 
the gasoline pumps in California suddenly 
went dry, beginning the drought that was to 
spread across the nation to New York, Wash
ington, D.C., and cities in between. In a na
tion whose whole economy since World War 
II has been structured around networks of 
superhighways on which federal and state 
governments have lavished billions of dollars, 
panic struck, accompanied by frustration ano 
fury. -

The evidence established that none of 
this was necessary; it suggests that this was 
a "crisis" carefully orchestrated by Big Oil, 
aided and abetted by the complacent non
watchdog in the DOE and even by the presi
dent himself. 

Jack Anderson, the Washington colum
nist, has published excerpts from secret 
White House minutes indicating that Presi
dent Carter deliberately cut back gasoline 
supplies to keep his pledge to other indus
trial nations that the United States would 
reduce oil consumption by 5 percent. At a 
May 7 meeting, just as motorists were queu
ing up for miles in California, Carter told 
his Cabinet: "Our priority will continue to 
be some heating, agriculture and emergency 
needs over highway driving ... There will 
be less gasoline, and it will cost more." Those 
last words confirm Jack Anderson's scoop. 
They match word for word the public presi
dential refrain that all of us have heard 
for months: "There will be less gasoline, and 
it will cost more." 

Cost Morel That is what this scenario is 
all about. The Carter administration for 
months has backed every move that would 
make gasoline and other fuel products more 
costly, on the theory that higher prices would 
"force" conservation. For months, the admin
istration talked about $1-a-gallon gasoline. 
Privately, it was scripting an even more 
brutal program. 

Jerry Ferrara, the outspoken executive di
rector of the New Jersey Retail Gasoline 
Dealers Association, described in a televi
sion appearance on July 2 how he and his 
associates had "pounded on every door" in 
Washington seeking adoption of a more sen
sible policy. He said he had met face to 
face with Schlesinger, and he added: "He 
[Schlesinger) said that, if gasoline got up to 
$2 a gallon by 1981, the American people 
would have to conserve. And then he walked 
out of the room." 

Justice Departmerut antitrust lawyers have 
been trying to find out why it was that, just 
at this time of supposed shortages, crude oil 
production went into its steepest decline in 
seven years. In a preliminary and relatively 
unnoticed report, Justice Department at
torneys, concluded that, from December 
through April , the falloff in domestic drilling 
had cost the nation some 11 million barrels 
of gasoline. 

This falloff in domestic production came 
at a time when oil company profits in the 
first quarter of 1979 were going through the 
roof. While the companies were demanding 
price decontrol as a prerequisite for increased 
domestic production, first quarter profits at 
Exxon were up 37 percent; Gulf was up 61 
percent and other majors like Standard Oil 
of Ohio were registering increases of more 
than 300 percent. 

The drop in domestic drilling was accom
panied by a second cutback, a reduction of 
refinery output. "That is where it all hangs 
out," one industry critic says. It does, in-
deed. Refineries capable of operating at 91 
to 92 percent of capacity (this is virtually 
full-out considering inevitable maintenance 
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delays) dropped their runs in this season of 
our travail to 84 percent. The American Pe
troleum Institute itself acknowledged that, 
in the second week of June, refineries were 
operating at 84.1 percent of capacity. The fol
lowing week, the runs were stepped up to 84.5 
percent-still far below capacity at a time 
when, all reliable evidence shows, crude 
stocks were in plentiful supply, waiting to be 
processed. 

The situation infuriated Rep. Benjamin S. 
Rosenthal (D.-N.Y.), chairman of the sub
committee on commerce, consumer and 
monetary a.ffairs of the powerful House Com
mittee on Government Operations. It also up
set Schlesinger, who, in June, confessed that 
he found the disparity between abundant 
crude oil stocks and low refinery runs dis
tressing" and "disturbing." He threatened 
aotion against oil companies that had poor 
refinery performance. 

The sequel is perhaps best told in the 
words of Rep. Rosenthal as recorded in the 
Congressional Record of June 29. The Con
gressman said: 

"Following the hearing on June 14, Secre
tary of Energy Schlesinger admitted that we 
had more than adequate oil inventory stock 
and that he would undertake to use the De
partment of Energy's allocation authority to 
urge recalcitrant refiners in the direction of 
serving the consuming public. . . . On 
Thursday, June 24, Secretary Schlesinger re
versed his stand, expressing that the U.S. 
multinational oil companies might retaliate 
by withhold.ing oil from the United States. 
Thus, it becomes obvious that much of the 
blame for the current gasoline shortages 
must also be ascribed to deliberate actions 
by the oil companies and the Department of 
Energy. This "blackmail" threat by the U.S. 
multinational oil companies that ship crude 
oil to Europe instead of the United States 
calls for a vigorous response by ths nation." 

It would be difficult to find a clearer 
demonstration of the power of the oil forces 
that hold this nation in thrall, but what 
Rep. Rosenthal called "this 'blackmail' 
threat" is not the only ind.ication of the 
contempt in which Big Oil holds the govern
ment and the people of the nation. 

The brutal price escalation, which puts 
Schlesinger's $2 gasoline in our immediate 
future, has been achieved through the de
lightful collaboration between Schlesmgex's 
DOE and the oil industry. All during 19781 
when the gas glut made it impossible to sell 
gasoline at ceiling prices, individual gas sta
tion owners were allowed to "bank" on their 
records the differential. 

Came 1979, the "shortage," zooming OPEC 
prices; and, with frustrated motorists on 
gas lines willing to pay anything, those de
ferred , spurious "banked" sums were tacked 
on to the already zooming prices. As usual, 
the consumer got zonked. The DOE has now 
ended this "banking" system, but prices have 
already been driven to levels from which 
it is almost certain they will never come 
down. 

All of this has taken place during the ad
ministration of a president who, in his first 
fireside chat in 1977, pleaded with the aver
age American to sacrifice for the national 
good. Wear heavier sweaters. Turn down the 
thermostat. Car pool. Drive at slower speeds. 
"Sacrifice" one and all like a band of brothers 
for everyone's good and the na.tional wel
fwre. 

Coming down from the Mount in July, the 
president is still saying that if we all band 
together and sacrifice, we can lick the devil 
dogs of OPEC. One has to wonder where the 
president has been all these years. Whatever 
gave him the idea that Big Oil considers it
self part of a national brotherhood? The rec
ord is undeniable. Big Oil has just one con
cern-the bottom line. When it comes to 
"sacrifice," let the poor a.verage American 
schnook do it. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The latest severe OPEC price hike, an
nounced while President Carter and leaders 
of the industrial nations were conferring in 
Tokyo, seems to have shocked those states
men to the tips of their toes. One has to 
marvel. 

Before the previous price increase earlier 
in the year, OPEC spokeSIIllen had put the 
blame squarely on the consuming nations, 
and Radio Riyadh, before this last bit of ex
tortion, returned to the theme by charging 
that oil shortages were due to "the opera
tion by certain major powers of huge stock
piles [those salt domes in Louisiana?] or 
price manipulations by the companies." 

What the Arabs were saying quite clearly 
was: 

"You asked for it, and you'll get it." e 

CANCER: THE DIFFERENCE 
LIFE STYLE MAKES 

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
this year I introduced H.R. 3374, the Dis
ability Tax Surcharge and Rollback Act 
of 1979, to help defray the $1 billion price 
tag for social security disability benefits 
attributable to smoking. HEW has found 
that smoking annually costs the United 
States approximately $8 billion in health 
care expenses and $18 billion in lost pro
ductivity, wages, and absenteeism. 

Alcohol abuse and alcoholism, accord
ing to HEW, cost the United States near
ly $43 billion in 1975, including $12.14 
billion in health and medical costs and 
$19.64 billion in lost production. 

The International Agency for Re
search on Cancer. established in Lyon, 
France in 1966, has recently reported 
that life styles in industrialized societies, 
especially tobacco and alcohol consump
tion, are responsible for the "carcir~o
genic soup" in which we live. Here follows 
Daniel S. Greenberg's expose on this 
costly disease, which appeared in the 
Washington Post, Tuesday, July 17, 
1979: 
CANCER: THE DIFFERENCE LIFE STYLE MAKES 

(By Daniel S . Greenberg) 
LYoN, F'RANCE.-The widely held notion 

that industrialization ha.s immersed man
kind in a "carcinogenic soup" is now re
garded as simplistic, misused and mislead
ing by the physician-scientist who 20 years 
ago raised the concept of environmental fac
tors as the principal cause of cancer. 

He is John Higginson, founding director of 
the 11-nation International Agency for Re
search on Cancer, established here in 1966 
to collect and sift worldwide cancer statistics 
for clues as to the origin of the disease. It 
was on the basis of his studies during the 
1950s of South African black and U.S. cancer 
rates that Higginson hypothesized that prob
ably two-thirds of non-skin cancers "are 
environmental in origin and therefore theo
retically preventable." 

This easily repeated but actually quite 
complex idea has burned bright in cancer 
politics ever since . It is a sacred tenet of the 
environmental movement, has been em
bodied in cancer-control legislation in the 
United States and other nations, and has 
contributed to popular despair over the pre
sumed prevalance of cancer-causing menaces 
in food, air and water. 
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Industry, which is the villain of this 

chemical drama, might seek to find exonera
tion in Higginson's expressions of concern 
over how his thesis has fared during the past 
two decades. But it should be understood 
that Higginson is neither clearing industry 
nor disowning his earlier findings. Rather, 
with .the benefit of an additional 20 years of 
numbers collecting and anlysis, he has con
cluded that the environmental assaults on 
the human organisms are only part of the 
mystery of cancer-and perhaps a relatively 
small part in terms of total cases. And, as 
offensive as it may be to environmental 
purists, he believes .that an accumulation of 
evidence suggests that the manner in which 
people live-diet, stress, sexual and child
bearing patterns, and, especially, tobacco 
and alcohol consumption-accounts for the 
striking variations that are found in cancer 
rates around the world. These factors, he now 
strongly suggests, may be far more important 
than the chemical pollution and may, in fact, 
have become objects of relative neglect 
through concentration on industrial male
factors. 

At the nub of Higginson's conclusions are 
studies showing that in countries with simi
lar levels of industrialization, cancer inci
dence and mortality rates vary enormously. 
For example, in 1971, mortality from cancer 
of the prostate totaled 18.4 per 100,000 in 
Sweden, 11.2 in England and 1.9 in Japan. 
" Even if lung cancer is excluded," Higginson 
and a colleague observed in a recent paper, 
" cancer patterns within Europe show no cor
relations with industrialization. "Thus," they 
noted, "the incidence in nonindustrialized 
Geneva is as high as in urbanized England. 
• • • Childhood cancers, which globally tend 
to be similar in incidence, do not correlate 
with industrialization." 

Other statistics cited by Higginson invite 
awe about the depth of the mystery of this 
disease-and also suggest ·that cancer is an 
affiiction waiting for a Newton cr an Einstein 
to come along and make sense out of multi
tudes of seemingly incoherent data. Thus, 
excluding skin and lung cancers, the inci
dence per 100,000 for all other cancers in 
males in Singapore is 197 for Chinese 119 
for Indians. In two ha.rd-drinking popula
tions, Sweden and Geneva, the incidence of 
liver cancer varies greatly-2.9 and 9.4, re
spectively, per 100,000 from 1968 to 1972. In 
reference to these variations, Higginson re
cently wrote, " Instead of accepting these ob
servations with some relief as scientific facts 
that imply no immediate environmental, 
universal catastrophe, many would prefer to 
regard such a conclusion as smug and lack
ing in responsibility, since it contradicts cer
tain political, societal, and quasi-scientific 
dogmas." 

! n a conversation here, Higginson said; 
" I've returned to where I was 20 years ago," 
by which he meant, he explained, "We've 
got to look at the facts. It's easy to get a lot 
of mileage out of saying that environmental 
and carcinogenic control would solve this 
problem. There is no doubt that high ex
posure in industrial settings is a serious 
danger. But for the general population, we 
simply need a lot more information." 

Higginson continued: " We have an awful 
lot of confusing data that add up to a nasty 
muddle. We now have lots of information 
about where cancer is occurring, but what 1s 
becoming clear is that we lack data on the 
social side." 

The danger of this, he said, is that the 
public is lulled into believing that effective 
measures are being taken against cancer, 
when, very likely, the most debated and pub
licized measures will be relatively ineffective. 

Said Higgin;on, father of the theory of 
environment as the main source of cancer : 
''I'm prepared now to yield to the facts." e 
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CATHERINE FILENE SHOUSE, LIVE 
FROM WOLF TRAP 

HON. FREDERICK W. RICHMOND 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to share with my colleagues the excep
tional achievements of Mrs. Catherine 
Filene Shouse, a civic and cultural leader 
and philanthropist whom I have known, 
respected, and loved for many years. 

Kay Shouse is well known to many of 
my colleagues, primarily for her dona
tion of the Wolf Trap Farm Park and 
Filene Center to the Government for 
use a performing arts center and for her 
leadership in chairing the executive 
committee of the Wolf Trap Founda
tion. 

All of us who know her have been con
sistently impressed by Kay Shouse's 
boundless drive, imagination, strength 
of conviction, and creativity. 

Recently, on May 27 of this year, in 
recognition of her exemplary career and 
contributions, Kay Shouse received an 
honorary degree of "Doctor of humane 
letters" from Skidmore College in Sara
toga Springs, N.Y. 

I am sure that all of my colleagues 
will be interested in reviewing the 
achievements of Kay Shouse's remarka
ble life and the citation which accompa
nied her honorary degree: 

CATHERINE FILENE SHOUSE 
Catherine Filene Shouse, a pioneer in civil 

and cultural activities both in the United 
States and abroad , was awarded the Medal 
of Freedom by President Gerald Ford in 1977. 

A native of Boston and daughter of Lin
coln and Therese Filene, she honored her 
parents' love of music when she donated the 
117-acre Wolf Trap Farm Park and Filene 
Center to the government for use as a per
fanning arts center. She continues to serve 
the Wolf Trap Foundation, chairing its Ex
ecutive Committee. 

Mrs. Shouse received her B.A. degree from 
Wheaton College and earned her master's de
gree in education from Harvard, the first 
woman to do so. Her interest in occupational 
opportunities for women began in her under
graduate years and continued in Washing
ton, D.C., where she served as Assistant to the 
Chief of the Women's Division, U.S. Employ
ment Service. She helped to found the Wom
en's National Democratic Club and the Wash
ington, D.C. Chamber Music Society. 

Increasingly concerned about the plight of 
young people throughout Europe during and 
after World War II, Mrs. Shouse organized 
volunteer assistance for youth-oriented ac
tivities for which she was presented distin
guished service awards here and abroad. In 
recognition of her contribution to Anglo
American relations, Mrs. Shouse was made 
Honorary Dame Commander of the Order of 
the British Empire in 1976. 

Among her other contributions to the civic 
and cultural community are: serving on the 
board of the National Symphony Orchestra 
Association, organizing the Pension Fund 
Concert for the Musicians• Retirement Fund, 
serving on the boards of the National Cul
tural Center, the American Symphony Or
chestra League, Tufts University's Lincoln 
Fllene Civic Education Center, the Fairfax 
County Cultural Association, the Opera So
ciety of Washington and the Lincoln and 
Therese Fllene Foundation. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
CITATION FOR CATHERINE FILENE SHOUSE, 

SKIDMORE COLLEGE-MAY 27, 1979 
Catherine Filene Shouse, live from Wolf 

Trap, internationally recognized patron of 
the arts, by example and by precept a trail
blazer for women, civic leader, philanthropist 
of an estate your own acumen has accumu
lated, recipient of the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom in recognition of "half a century of 
invaluable voluntary service" to your coun
try. 

The bulging catalogue of your accomplish
ments is starred with "firsts" for your 
sex * * * first woman to be appointed to the 
National Democratic Committee from the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the first to 
win a master's degree in education from 
Harvard University; first woman appointed 
by President Coolidge as chairman of the first 
Federal prison for women * * *. 

What you have exemplified you have 
helped others to do. After a pioneering role 
in expanding career opportunities for wo
men, you wrote the first textbook on that 
subject in 1920. You later fcrunded the 
Women's Professional Institute and became 
its chairman. 

But one career was never enough of a 
challenge. You have been active as a Demo
crat and then as <a Republican. You have 
served on the board of the Natiolllall Arbitra
tion Bo<ard. Your volunteer work on their be
half has won you decorations from France, 
Germany, and Austria, and you have been 
dubbed dame Commander of the order of 
the British Empire by Queen Elizabeth II. 

But it is your role as a patron and shaper 
of the arts that is most resplendent in recent 
years. While you have ably served governing 
boards of arts organizations, yours is no 
passive role and it is your brave vi
sion, iron will, dauntless enthusiasm, 
unstinting generosity, tough-minded bar
gaining skills, political gifts, and sen
sitive hand on the public pulse that have 
enabled Wolf Trap Farm Park to become the 
enobling cultUl'lal force it now is, both for 
Washington 18illd the Nation. You gave the 
land, funded the construction of its magni
ficent ra.mphitheater, the Lincoln and Therese 
Filene Auditorium, in the honor of your 
parents, and inspired the construction work
ers to rebuild it after a tragic fire only weeks 
before its scheduled opening. But it is the 
varied, tasteful, a.nd imaginative programing, 
also your creation, which have fi.lled it with 
performances that millions now watch on 
televi~ion. 

Such magnificent accomplishments would 
have been impossible without your incredible 
force, will, and acuity. But these traits have 
always been the servants of a loving heart, 
for your goal has consistently been that o! 
giving to others-a noble goal also character
izing your sister, Skidmore's own beloved 
Helen Filene Ladd. 

In appreciation of your exemplary career 
and contr.ibutions, by virtue of the authority 
of the state af New York, vested by the re
gents in the trustees of Skidmore College 
and by them delegated to me, I hereby con
fer upon you the degree of "Doctor of Hu
mane Letters," and declare you fully entitled 
to all of its rights, honors, and priv-
ileges * * • ·• 

EARLY WARNING REPORT, WEEK OF 
JULY 30, 1979 

HON. PAUL SIMON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
inform the House of the relation.ship of 
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appropriations and other spending bills 
to amounts targeted in the first budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1980, the Budget 
Committee places in the Monday RECORD 
mateiia1s on the spending bills antici
pated for floor action during the coming 
week. This week's package includes sum
maries of the transportation, interior, 
and foreign assi.st!],nce appropriations 
bills; the conference report on the en
ergy-water development appropriations 
bill; Disability Insurance Amendments 
of 1979; Social Services and Child Wel
fare Amendments of 1979; Higher Edu
cation Technical Amendments of 1979; 
and a small entitlement contained in the 
Department of Defense authorization for 
fiscal 1980: 
H.R. 493Q-INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENdrES 

APPROPRIATIONS, FisCAL YEAR 1980 
(H. Rept. 96-374) 

Committee: Appropriations. 
Subcommittee: Interior. 
Chairman: Mr. Yates (Illinois). 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. McDade 

(Penn,sylvania). 
Scheduled: TUesday, July 31, 1979. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 
This bill covers seven functional categories 

and provides Fiscal Year 1980 appropriations 
for the Department of Interior (except the 
Bureau of Reclamation) and for other re
lated agencies including the U.S. Forest Serv
ice, the Department of Energy, the Smith
sonian Institution, and the National Foun
dation on the Arts and Humanities. In total, 
the bill provides $10,196 million in budget 
authority and $5,094 million in outlays. 
II. COMPARISON WITH FmST BUDGET RESOLUTION 

SPENDING TARGET 
This bill as reported, combined with 

spendouts from prior appropriations, exceeds 
the subcoinmittee targets by $2,868 million 
in budget authority an~ $1,043 million in 
outlays (line 11 below). 

Explanation of Problem: The Inajor dif
ference between the subcommittee targets 
and the bill is contained in the energy func
tion (Function 270). 

First, the First Budget Resolution assumed 
a $1 billion rescission of budget authority 
and an outlay reductio~ of $1 billion in the 
strategic petroleum reserve program, which 
the Appropriations Committee did not in
clude. Second, the Appropriations Commit
tee added $1.5 billion in budget authority 
over the resolution assumptions for a pro
gram to encourage the de-velopment of syn
thetic fuels. Third, the Committee added $141 
million in budget authority for exploration 
of the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska. 

UI. SUMMARY TABLE 
[In millions of dollars! 

Bud~et 
authonty Outlays 

1. Amount in bilL___________________ 10, 196 5, 094 
2. Prior action_________________________________ 5, 129 

-------
3. Action to date____________________ 10,196 10,223 
4. Target_ __________________________ 7, 428 9, 280 

5. Over_ ____________________________ 2, 768 943 
6. Under _____________________________ ------------------

7. Action to date____ ________________ 10,196 10,223 
8. Amount assumed but not yet re-

ported_________________________ 100 100 
-------

9. Possible totaL____________________ 10,296 10,323 
10. Target___________________________ 7, 428 9, 280 

-------

(a) Explanation of Difference from Target 
(line 11 above). 
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The blll provides $2,868 million in budget 

authority and $1,043 million in outlays above 
the amounts assumed in the First Budget 
Resolution (line 11). The difference is pri
marily due to the Appropriations Committee 
blll not providing a rescission of budget au
thority and an outlay reduction for the Stra
tegic Petroleum Reserve ($1 billion), adding 
$1.5 blllion in budget authority for a syn
fuels program, and adding $141 million for 
exploration of the National Petroleum Re
serve in Alaska. 

(b) Amounts Assumed in Budget Resolu
tion but Not Yet Considered (line 8 above). 

Amounts assumed in the Budget Resolu
tion but not yet considered total $100 million 
in budget authority and outlays for addi
tional funding of forest firefighting (line 8). 
A supplemental budget request for this item 
is usually submitted in the spring. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
Several amendments are expected with the 

bulk concerning the energy area of the bill. 
Most likely there will be amendments on the 
synfuels program, fossil fuel programs, and 
funds to explore the National Petroleum Re
serve in Alaska. 

Only one specific amendment is known at 
this time, which is sponsored by Reps. Har
kin, Ottinger, Brown, and Fish. This amend
ment would add $70.2 million in budget 
authority for additional energy conservation. · 
The amount added would provide the total 
authorized level of funding for programs 
including transportation energy research, 
industrial efficiency and cogeneration, con
version of waste to energy, and energy 
innovations. 

V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 
This bill is $1,803 million in budget author

ity over the President's request of $8,393 
mlllion. The difference is primarily attrib
utable to funds added for a synfuels program 
($1.5 blllion). 

H.R. 4476-THE HIGHER EDUCATION 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS c::IF 1979 

(H.Rept. 96-318) 
Committee: Education and Labor (via Ap

propriations). 
Subcommittee: Postsecondary Education 

(Labor-HEW). 
Chairman: Mr. Bill Ford (Michigan). 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. Buchanan 

(Alabama). 
Scheduled: Tuesday, July 31, 1979 (sus

pension). 
I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 

H.R. 4476 amends the Guaranteed Student 
Loans Program (GSLP) by removing the 5 
percent per annum cap on the special allow
ance rate paid to holders of insured or guar
anteed loans. This provision is effective be
ginning with the third quarter payments for 
Fiscal Year 1979. In addition, H.R. 4476 ex
tends for one year numerous higher educa
tion programs. The ext<"nsions do not have 
any budgetary effect. New entitlement au
thority in the blll is estimated at $78 mil
lion. 

II. COMPARISON WITH FmST BUDGET 
RESOLUTION SPENDING TARGET 

This bill is $78 million above the amount 
assumed in the First Budget Resolution. 

Explanation of Problem: Costs associated 
with removal of the cap on the GSLP special 
allowance rate involve $78 million in new 
entitlement authority, which was not as
sumed in the First Budget Resolution. Since 
the 5 percent rate is paid in addition to the 
7 percent rate paid by, or on behalf of, the 
student borrowers. the resolution assumed 
interest payments to lenders at a total of 12 
percent. The need to modify the existing 
program developed because the 5 percent per 
annum ceiling was reached in the third 
quarter or Fiscal Year 1979. Therefore, un-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
der the limitations provided in current law, 
fourth quarter payment rates to lenders 
would be depressed. H.R. 4476 would correct 
the problem. 

Explanation of Potential Problem: The 
First Budget Resolution allocated to the Ed
ucation and Labor Committee negative NEA 
of -$581 mlllion, reflecting House assump
tions that legislative savings would be 
achieved in various Function 600 child nu
trition programs and in Function 500 voca
tional rehabUitation progratns. The amount 
of negative NEA assumed in the resolution 
but not yet reported, remains at -$581 mil
lion. If these legislative savings are not real
ized, and 1f H.R. 4476 is enacted, that com
mittee's target would be breached by $659 
million. Because H.R. 4476 exceeded the NEA 
allocated to the Education and Labor Com
mittee in the First Budget Resolution, the 
blll was referred to the Appropriations Com
mittee, which reported it without amend
ment. 

In. SUMMARY TABLE 
(In milllons of dollars] 

New 
entitlement 
authority 

1. Amount in bilL_________________ $78 
2. Prior action _____________________ -----

3. Action to date___________________ 78 
4. Target -------------------------- -581 

5. Over --------------------------- 659 
6. Under --------------------------
7. Action to date__________________ 78 
8. Amount assumed but not yet re-

ported ------------------------ -581 

9. Possible totaL ___________________ -503 
10. Target----------------- --------- -581 

11. Over --------------------------- 78 12. Under __________________________ ------

(a) Explanation of Difference from Target 
(line 11 above). 

The Education and Labor Committee would 
exceed its target by $78 million in NEA 
because this amount was not assumed in 
the resolution. 

(b) Amounts Assumed in Budget Resolu
tion but Not Yet Considered (line 8 above). 

To date, the Education and Labor Com
mittee has not reported any legislation 
reflecting savings a3sociated with child 
nutrition and vocational rehab111tation pro
grams; the First Eudget Resolution assumed 
savings of $581 million in those programs. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
None allowed under suspension of the 

rules. 
V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 

Regarding the GSLP proposal, the Presi
dent has submitted dra.ft legislation which 
would raise the current 5 percent cap to 
6 percent effective for two qua.rters. Esti
mated cost of the administration's proposal 
is $35 million. 

H.R. 4473-FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1980 

(H. Rept. 96-273) 
Committee: Appropriations. 
Subcommittee: Foreign Operations. 
Chairman: Mr. Long (Maryland). 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. Young 

(Florida). 
Scheduled: Wednesday and Thursday, Au

gust 1 and 2, 1979. 
J:. DESCRJ:PTJ:ON OF Bfi.L 

The bill provides for the foreign assistance 
progratns administered by the Agency for 
International Development, Military Assist
ance, Contributions to International Finan
cial Institutions, and the Peace Corps. 

The bill totals $7,889 mllllon in budget 
authority and $2,731 million in outlays. 
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n. COMPARISON WITH FIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION 

SPENDING TARGET 
The bill is below the budget resolution tar

gets by $267 million in budget authority; 
however, it is over by $181 million in outlays. 

Explanation of Problem: The major factor 
causing the outlays to exceed the budget 
resolution is the later than assumed avail
ability of the fiscal year 1979 supplemental 
to implement the Middle East Peace Package. 
The resolution targets assumed a June 1, 1979 
sta.rt-up for the Israeli milltary construction 
projects but it now appears that start-up 
will slip until July 1 or later. As a result of 
the late start on this and other fiscal year 
1979 progratns, some $100 mlllion in outlays 
will slip over into fiscal year 1980. 

The bill also includes an economic support 
fund program for Sudan, which was re
quested by the President subsequent to the 
preparation of the first budget resolution. 
This program adds $40 mill1on to the fiscal 
year 1980 outlays estimates. 

m. SUMMARY TABLE 
!In millions of dollars) 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

1. Amount in bill_____________ ____ ____ 7, 889 2, 731 
2. Action to date _____ ·----------------- -------- 3, 768 
3. Amounts assumed but not yet re-

ported __________ __ __________ ______ __ -- __ -- __ ------ __ 

4. Possible totaL___ __________________ 7, 889 6, 449 
5. Target___________ _________________ 8, 156 6, 318 

6. Over_ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ 181 
7. Under _____ , ------------ - --------- 267 ----------

Explanation of Difference From Target 
(lines 6 and 7 above). 

The major reason for the difference in 
budget authority is that the bill provides a 
lower level of funding for International 
Financing Institutions than had been as
sumed in the resolution. 

As stated above, the major factor causing 
the increase in outlays is the later than an
ticipated availabllity of fiscal year 1979 sup
plemental funds and the inclusion in the blll 
of a $40 million economic support program 
for Sudan. 

As a result of these and other changes in 
fiscal year 1980 outlays, it is now estimated 
that the outlays in the International Affairs 
function will exceed the budget resolution 
targets by $150 mlllion. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
None known. 

V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 
The blll 1s a reduction of $1,152 million in 

budget authority from the President's request 
of $9,040 m11lion for these programs. Most of 
the reduction ($903 mlllion) is in Contribu
tions to International Financial Institutions. 

H.R. 3434-SOCIAL SERVICES AND CHILD WEL
FARE AMENDMENTS OF 1979 

(H. Rept. 96-136) 
Committee: Ways and Means (via Appro

priations) . 
Subcommittee: Public Assistance and Un

employment Compensation (Labor-HEW). 
Chairman: Mr. Corman {California). 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. Rousselot 

(California) . 
Scheduled: Wednesday and Thursday, Au

gust 1 and 2, 1979. 
I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 

The bill would ( 1) increase the entitle
ment authority for the social services (Title 
XX) program from a permanent level of $2.5 
bUUon to $3.1 b11Uon beginning in Fiscal 
Year 1980; (2) provide for a separate Title 
XX entitlement of $16 million for Puerto 
Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and the 
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Northern Marianas; (3) provide an annual 
entitlement of $266 million for child welfare 
services ($141 milllon in Fiscal Year 1980); 
(4) establish a program of Federal support 
to encourage adoption of children with spe
cial needs; and (5) cap State and local train
ing funds for social services, which would 
save $18 million in Fiscal Year 1980. Total 
new entitlement authority in the bill is $745 
milUon. 
II. COMPARISON WITH FmST BUDGET RESOLUTION 

SPENDING TARGET 
The bill is generally consistent with the 

provisions of the First Budget Resolution ex
cept that the Resolution assumed a $3.0 bil
lion entitlement celllng for the Title XX pro
gram, while the blll would provide for a $3.1 
billion ce111ng. 

Explanation of Potential Problem. The 
amounts assumed in the Resolution but not 
yet considered by the Ways and Means Com
mittee (line 8, below) include $263 million 
in legislative savings to be achieved through 
a series of modifications to the AFDC and 
SSI programs. Should these legislative sav
ings not be realized, the Committee's NEA 
target would be breached. The Public Assist
ance Subcommittee in its welfare reform pro
posal has reported certain legislative savings 
to the full Ways and Melns Committee. 
However, the amount of the savings is un
available until CBO completes its cost anal
ysis of the blll. 

III. SUMMARY TABLE 
[In millions of dollars 1 

New 
entitlement 

authorit.l/ 
1. Amount in bilL_________________ $745 
2. Prior action______________________ 184 

3. Action to date____________________ 929 

4.Ta.rget -------------------------- 798 

5.0ver ---------------------------- 131 
6. Under --------------------------
7. Action to date___________________ 929 
8. Amount assumed but not yet 

reported----------------------- --180 

9. Po~sible totaL___________________ 749 
10.Target -------------------------- 798 

11.0ver ----------------------------
12. Under -------------------------- 49 

(a) Explanation of Difference From Target 
(line 12 above). 

The CBO cost estimate !or H.R. 3434 is $49 
mill1on less than the amounts assumed by 
the Ways and Means Committee for the b111 
in its 302(b) report. 

(b) Amounts Assumed in Budget Resolu
tion But Not Yet Considered (line 8 above). 

Savings totaling $263 million in the AFDC 
and Child Support programs were included 
in the Committee's 302(b) report, offset by 
$83 million in spending for the SSI program. 
Certain of these items are included in the 
Welfare Reform proposal (H.R. 4904) re
ported from the Publ1c .t\ssistance Subcom
mittee to the full Committee on July 23. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
The Rules Committee has granted a modi

fied closed rule orovidinq: for the considera
tion of Committee amendments only. The 
Ways and Means Committee has a series of 
nonbudgetary technical amendments. 

V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 
The President proposed similar legislation 

which would have required $433 million in 
budget authority to accommodate a $2.9 
billion Title XX ce111ng, $141 mtlllon chUd 
weltare services program, $16 million social 
services program for the territories, and a 
ca.p on State and local training for social 
services programs. 

C:XXV--1345-Part 16 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
H.R. 4440-TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED 

AGENCIES APPROPRIA"IIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1980 
(H. Rept. 96-272) 

Committee: Appropriations. 
Subcommittee: Transportation. 
Chairman: Mr. Duncan (Oregon) . 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. Conte 

(Ma.ssachusetts). 
Scheduled: Monday, July 30, 1979. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 
This bill funds the Department of Trans

portation and related agencies. It provides 
$9,523 m11lion in budget authority (of Which 
$425 million is advance appropriations for 
urban ma~s transit in 1981 and $9,098 mil
lion for fiscal year 1980) and $5,846 milllon 
in outlays. 

II. COMPARISON WITH 1ST BUDGET RESOLUTION 
SPENDING TARGET 

This appropriations b111, combined with 
spendouts from prior appropriations and 
amounts assigned to the subcommittee but 
not yet considered, is b::Jlow the subcommittee 
targets by $490 mllllon in budget authority 
and $2 million in outlays. 

Explanation of problem. No major budget 
problem with the b111 as reported. 

Explanation of Potential Pro•blem. The 
potential problem with this b111 is that floor 
amendments are very llkely, and if passed wlll 
cau"e the possible total to exceed the Trans
portation subcommittee outlay target (see 
III. Summary Table, llne 12). Further, the 
Function 400 ta.r!lets may be breached as well 
(see VI. Functional Projection, line 8). 

m. SUMMARY TABLE 

(In millions of dollars) 

Bud ret 
authority Outlays 

1. Amount in bil'-------------------- 9, 098 5, 846 
2. Prior action_________________________________ 11,655 

-------
3. Action to date____________________ 9,098 17,501 
4. Target_-------------------------- 9, 771 17, 677 -------5. Ov!r ___________ -------------- _______________________ _ 
6. Under___________________________ 673 176 

7.Actiontodate ____________________ 9,098 17,501 
8. Amount assumed but not yet re-

ported.------------------·----- 183 174 -------
9. Possible tota'--------------------- 9, 281 17,675 

10. larget___________________________ 9, 771 17,677 
-------

11. Over. ____________ -------- ___________________________ _ 
12. UndP.r___________________________ 490 2 

(a) Explanation of Difference from Target 
(line 12 above). 

The possible total is under the target by 
$490 milUon in budget authority. Of that, 
$98 million represents real program reduc
tions. The remainder results from a. fill3nc
ing approach which affects budget authority, 
but which is consistent with the program 
level and outlays assumed in the Resolution. 
It is explained as follows: The President's 
Budget and the Budget Resolution both as
sume a funding level of $700 million for the 
Interstate Transfer Grant program. That 
$700 mill1on consists of $320 mllllon in new 
budget authority and $380 million in unob
ligated balances of contract authority. How
ever, the Transportation bill proposes the 
direct appropriation of the requested $700 
million, offset by the rescission of all carry
over balances of contract authority (totaling 
$713 milllon). By rescinding $713 million of 
unobligated balances of contract authority, 
the reported bill permits funding of a. $700 
million interstate program with a. net re
duction of $13 mllllon in budget authority 
and makes unnecessary ut111zation of $380 
mill1on provided in the budget resolution. 

21363 
(b) Amounts Assumed in Budget Resolu

tion but not yet Considered (line 8 a.bove). 
The blll provides for the Panama Canal 

Commission on a. six-month basis and is 
$157 million in budget authority and $149 
mill1on in outlays below the amounts as
sumed in the Resolution for full-year oper
ation of the Commission. The blll does not 
reflect $25 milllon in budget authority and 
outlays for proposed legislation involving es
tabllshment of an oil pollution 11a.b1Uty and 
compensation fund. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
Congressman Howard has proposed a high

way-mass transit amendment of $152 mllllon 
in budget authority and an estimated $75 
mllllon in outlays. A substitute to the How
ard Amendment may be offered of $243 mil
lion in budget authority and $35 million in 
outlays. Congressman Alexander proposes 
$120 mllllon in budget authority and $25 
milllon estimated outlay in his rural trans
portation amendment. AMTRAK amend
ments a.re anticipated to range from $40 mil-
11on for additional routes to $200 mill1on 
to freeze the system as is. 

V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 
This blll provides budget authority of 

$9,098 m1111on, $170 mUllan below the total 
requested in the Prest dent's budget. It pro
vides $280 mllllon more in budget authority 
for the Panama Canal, $347 milllon less for 
mass transportation, $150 mUilon less for rail 
reha.b111tatlon initiatives and miscellaneous 
increases of $47 milllon. The prior and new 
outlays associated with the blll total $17,501 
mi111on, $337 mllllon above the President's 
budget. Additional outlays of $249 mlllion 
are projected for the Panama. Canal, $80 mil
lion for urban mass transportation programs, 
and $8 mUllan miscellaneous. 

VI. FUNCTIONAL PROJECTION 
[In millions of dollars) 

1. Amount in bill (function 400) _______ _ 
2. Prior action ______________________ _ 
3. Other passed and reported_---------
4. Amounts assumed but not yet con

sidered: 
Unfunded portion of Panama 

Canal Commission_---------
Rescissi.n of highway trust fund 

BA_. _ ----------------------

Bud~et 
authorrty Outlays 

9, 084 5, 832 
9, 196 11, 068 

877 1, 123 

157 149 

-250 ----------

5. Possible totaL____________________ 19, 064 18, 172 
18,200 6. Function 400 target.________________ 19, 450 

7. Over. ••• _. __ ------ ____________ ---- ___________________ _ 
8. Under____________________________ 386 28 

Prior action (llne 2 above) includes perma
nent (mostly highway trust fund amounts), 
outlays from prior-year appropriations, and 
receipts attributable to the Panama. Canal 
blll. 

other passed and reported bllls (line 3 
above) include the HUD and State-Justice 
Appropriations bUls, which passed, and the 
Air Noise bill which was reported. 

Amounts assumed but not yet considered 
(Une 4 above) include $157 milllon in budget 
authority and $149 m1111on in outlays for the 
unfunded portion of the Panama. Canal Com
mission, and also a reduction of $250 million 
through the rescission of Highway Trust 
Fund budget authority. If this rescission, in
cluded in the budget resolution assumptions, 
is not effected, then the amount remaining 
in this function is significantly decreased. 

H.R. 4388-CONFERENCE REPORT ON ENERGY 
AND WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 
FISCAL YEAR 1980 

(H. Rept. 96-338) 
Committee: Appropriations. 
Subcommittee: Energy and Water Develop

ment. 
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Chairman: Mr. Bevlll (Alabama). 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. Myers (In

diana). 
Scheduled: Monday, July 30, 1979. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 
The conference report for this b111 provides 

Fiscal Year 1980 appropriations for all De
partment of Energy programs except those 
related to fossil fuel research and energy con
servation; for water resources programs of the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Recla
mation; and for a variety of independent 
agencies and commissions. Jn total, the con
ference report provides $10,799 in budget au
thority and $5,866 mlllion in estimated out
lays. 
II. COMPARISON WITH FIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION 

SPENDING TARGET 
The conference report for this blll, com

bined with spendouts from prior appropria
tions, is under the subcommittee targets by 
$434 mlllion in budget authority and $113 
million in outlays. 

Explanation of Problem: No major budget 
problem with the bill as reported. 

III. SUMMARY TABLE 

[In millions of dollars) 

Bud~et 
authority Outlays 

1. Amount in bill.___________________ 10,799 5,866 
2. Prior action ••••• ---------------------------- 3, 984 

3. Action to date •••• ---------------- 10,799 9, 850 
4. Tar&et. -------------------------- 11,583 9, 913 
5. Over ... __ ~ - ____ ------ _______________________________ _ 
6. Under--------------------------- 784 63 

7. Action to date •••• ________________ 10, 799 9, 850 
8. Amount assumed but not yet re-

ported_________________________ 350 -50 

9. Possible totaL------------------- 11, 149 9, 800 
10. Tar&et. -------------------------- 11,583 9, 913 
11. Over _______________________________________ -------- __ 
12. Under ••• ------------------------ 434 113 

(a) Explanation of Difference from Target. 
The differe-nce between the possible total 

and the subcommittee target consists of: 
$191 mlllion attributable to energy programs 
because of program reductions, the use of 
unobligated balances, and deferral of fund
ing for the Clinch River Breeder; $238 mil
lion attributable primarily to water resources 
programs because of incremental funding as 
opposed to full funding for the new water 
project construction starts; and $61 m11lion 
related to the Department of Energy's de
fense activities. 

(b) Amounts Assumed in Budget Resolu
tion but Not Yet Considered. 

Amounts assumed in the Resolution but 
not yet considered consist of two items. The 
first is $300 million in budget authority as
sumed for the Spent Fuel Storage Fund. 
Funding of this Item was deferred pending 
enactment of authorizing legislation. The 
second item is $50 mlllion for emergency 
flood control. 

There are-two additional contingencies not 
specifically assumed in the First Budget Res
olution. First is the funding for continua
tion or termination of the Clinch River 
Breeder project, which depends on the out
come of the Department of Energy Authori
zation B111 for Fiscal Year 1980 now being 
considered by the House. Some level of ap
propriations may be required for this proj
ect in a supplemental. 

A second contingency is an item reported 
in disagreement by the conferees of the En
ergy-Water Appropriations Bill which, if the 
House recedes to the Senate position as 
stated in the conference report, will add an
other $57 million to the bill total for fund
ing of the new Hart Senate Office building. 
The addition of this last item will still allow 
the b111 plus items assumed but not yet con
sidered to remain significantly below sub
committee targets. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 

Not applicable to conference reports. 
V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 

The conference report is $701 mi111on tn 
budget authority below the President's re
quest of $11,500 mlllion. 

H.R. 3236-DISABILITY INSURANCE AMEND
MENTS OF 1979 

(H. Rept. 96-100) 
Committee: Ways and Means. 
Subcommittee: Social Security. 
Chairman: Mr. Pickle (Texas). 
Ranking Minority Member: Mr. Archer 

(Texas). 
Scheduled: Wednesday and Thursday, Au

gust 1 and 2, 1979. 
I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 

This blll amends the Social Security Act to 
provide better work incentives and improved 
acccmntablllty in the Dlsablllty Insurance 
(DI) program. Fiscal year 1980 benefit sav
ings are estimated by CBO to be $80 mlllion 
in outlays but administrative ccsts and the 
impact on other programs in the first yea-r 
of implementation wlll be $104 million. Total 
annual savings in fiscal year 1984 on a unified 
budget basis w111 be $1.1 bi111on. 
II. COMPARISON WITH FIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION 

SPENDING TARGET 
The Resolution assumed legislative saving'> 

of $62 mlllion 1n the Disab111ty Insurance 
program, as recommended by the Committee 
on Ways and Means in the March 15 report. 
Primarily because of reestimates by the Social 
Security Administration of the administra
tive costs. associated with the blll, :the first 
year savings to the Disabillty Insurance Trust 
Fund w111 be $17 mlllion. 

III. SUMMARY TABLE 
Impact on disability insurance trust fund 

outlays 
[In m1llions of dollars) 

1. Amount in bilL __________________ -$17 
2. Action to date____________________ 0 
3. Amount assumed but not yet 

reported ----------------------- o 
4. Possible totaL-------------------- -17 
5. Target (legislative savings)-------- -62 

6. Over ----------------------------· +45 
7. Under --------------------------- 0 

(a) Explanation of Difference From Target 
(line 6 above). 

The blll exceeds the target primarily 
because of a reestimate by the Social Secu
rity Administration of the administrative 
costs associated with the bill. 

(b) Amounts assumed in Budget Resolu
tion but not yet Considered (line 3 above). 

No additional legislation pertaining to So
cial Security is assumed in .the Resolution. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
Mr. Simon may offer an amendment to 

delay the implementation of section 13 of the 
bill by one year. That section would reim
burse state vocational rehab111tation agencies 
for having reha.bllltated a disabled recipient 
only 1! that recipient has successfully 
returned to work. This provision would be
come effective in fiscal year 1981 under the 
reported bill. 

V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 
The President proposed to save $34 mlllicn 

through changes to the Disg,blllty Insurance 
program and $608 million through changes 
to the Old Age and Survivors Insurance 
program. 

H.R. 4040-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHOR
IZATION Acr, FISCAL YEAR 1980 

(H. Rept. 96-166) 
Committee: Armed Services. 
Chairman: Mr. Price. (Il11nols). 

July 30, 1979 
Ra.nking Minority Member: Mr. Bob Wil

son (California) . 
Scheduled: Wednesday and Thursday, 

August 1 and 2, 1979. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 
The entitlement provi&lons of this bill 

would provide $16 m111ion for increased sti
pends for members of the Armed Forces 
Health Scholarship program and special pay 
for medical officers serving on active duty 
obligation reaulting from a medical educa
tion program. 
n. COMPARISON WITH FIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION 

SPENDING TARGET 
The new entitlement authority (NEA) pro

visions of the blll a-re consistent with the 
Budget Resolution and the NEA target of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Explanation of Problem: No major budget 
problem with the bl11 as reported. 

III. SUMMARY TABLE 
[In milllons of dollars) 

New 
entitlement 
authority 

1. Amount in bilL ___________________ $16 
2. Prior a.ction ______________________ _ 

3. Action to date_____________________ 16 
4. Target ---------·------------------- 99 

5. Over -----------------------------
6. Under ---------------------------- 83 
7. Action to date_____________________ 16 
8. Amount assumed but not yet re-

ported -------------------------- 83 

9. Possible total______________________ 99 
10. Target ---------------------------- 99 

11. Over -----------------------------
12. Under ----------------------------

(a) Explanation of Difference From Tar
get (line 12 above) . 

No difference. 
(b) Amounts Assumed in Budget Resolu

tion But not Yet Considered (line 8 above). 
The resolution included $128 million for a 

variety of personnel benefits and for a re
vision of the Officer Personnel Aot. In addi
tion, the resolution assumed a legls181tive ~av
ing of $45 milllon by changing the coot-of
llving adjustment for millt>ary retirees from 
semi-annually to annually. 

IV. BUDGETARY FLOOR AMENDMENTS 
None known at this time. 

V. COMPARISON WITH PRESIDENT 
The President's budget did not include the 

budgetary impact of this legisla.tlon.e 

TRmUTE TO GEORGE E. NORMAN, 
JR. 

HON. RICHARDSON PREYER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, in sharing 
with my colleagues remarks about an 
outstanding citizen, I do not do so in the 
usual sense of saluting a fine member of 
a particular community, but I address 
myself to the larger sense of commit
ment of one whose high standards and 
personal involvement in civic affairs 
epitomize the kind of citizen of whom all 
in America can be proud. One who has 
successfully combined an outstanding 
business career with involvement in and 
advocacy of so many goals important in 
our society. The fine qualities which I 
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address today are embodied in George E. 
Norman, Jr., of Greensboro, N.C. 

George made time, for we do not just 
"find" time for such pursuits to aid 
those less fortunate through his presi
dency of both Goodwill Industries Re
habilitation Center and the United Way 
of Greater Greensboro and his board 
membership of the Greensboro Cerebral 
Palsy School; he made time to further 
excellence in education through board 
membership of Greensboro College, Oak 
Ridge Academy, Guilford College, Ap
palachian State University, the North 
Carolina State University Engineering 
Foundation and as president of the 
Greensboro YMCA; he made time to en
hance our appreciation of the arts 
through board membership and chair
manship of the North carolina Sym
phony Society, the United Arts Council 
of Greensboro and the Eastern Music 
Festival. He made time to work toward 
cohesiveness between business and gov
ernment through his leadership in the 
North Carolina Textile Manufacturers 
Association, North Carolina Energy Pol
icy Council, American National Metrics 
Council, and the Greensboro Chamber of 
Commerce. These are some of the areas 
George Norman is active in and they ex
emplify his expansive approach to living. 
It is not a wonder that in 1973 he was 
designated outstanding Civic Leader of 
Greensboro. 

George Norman made time to improve 
the quality of life and that is why I have 
made time to honor him on the occasion 
of his retirement from Burlington In
dustries, Inc. During his 41 years as an 
executive with Burlington, his expertise 
proved invaluable in myriad areas in
cluding his most recent role as vice 
president of public affairs. This role 
was particularly suited to him since he 
has always held the belief that personal 
involvement as well as corporate involve
ment in the community and all levels of 
government is essential. He proved many 
times that business and government can 
work as partners instead of as opponents 
and he proved that one individual can 
make a difference. George Norman's to
tal emersion in all aspects of life bring 
to mind the phrase "a man for all sea
sons." I salute Ge01ge Norman and on 
behalf of the citizens of North Carolina 
use this public forum to express my best 
wishes to a good friend on his retire
ment.• 

AID TO COMMUNIST COUNTRIES 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the House is 
in the midst of debating a foreign aid 
bill which includes funds for interna
tional banks and eventually Communist 
countries. It is also debating the Exoort 
Administration Act amendments which 
would loosen up the controls over the 
export of our security-related technol
ogy, and committees of the House are 
holding hearings on legislation to grant 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

credits, loans, and loan. guarantees to 
Communist countries. 

In the midst of this I would like to call 
the Members' attention to some words 
from Lenin that recently appeared in 
the Daily News Digest, published by 
W. A. Johnson, P.O. Box 39027, Phoenix, 
Ariz. 85069. When are we going to stop 
this policy of national suicide? 

LENIN PREDICTED WE WOULD 

In the July 3 Chicago Sun-Times appeared 
an AP story which said: "In late summer, 
along the Volga River 500 miles east of Mos
cow, work will begin on a factory that even
tually will turn out thousands of oil drill 
bits. The $144 million facility is being de
signed and equipped by Dresser Industries 
of Dallas. 

"One critic contends that the factory, 
built solely with U.S. technology, one day 
could make projectiles that could penetrate 
the latest American tank. Others contend 
the drill bits will help increase Soviet oll 
production, which eventually could hurt U.S. 
interests." 

This, and other stories like it dealing with 
ball-bearing plants, truck plants (Kama 
River plant), etc., are getting some press, 
but-for the most part-the American peo
ple are not aware of just how heavily de
pendent upon us the Soviets really are. 

When they find out about high-technology 
computer sales or critical optional equip
ment sales, they are surprised our Govern
ment would not only allow such a thing, 
but encourage it! Now, the same type of 
sales wm begin with Red China. 

There was one person who knew this would 
happen. Lenin! 

From a newspaper column your editor 
wrote in early 1965, comes the following as 
translated by Yury P. Annekov. Said Lenin: 

"The so-called cultured elements of West
ern Europe and America are incapable of 
comprehending the present state of affairs 
and the actual balance of forces; these ele
ments must be regarded as deaf-mutes and 
treated accordingly. 

"A revolution never develops along a 
direct line, by continuous expansion, but 
forms a chain of outbursts and withdrawals, 
attacks and lulls, during which the revolu
tionary forces gain strength in preparation 
for their final victory. 

"It is necessary to resort to special ma
neuvers capable of accelerating our victory 
over capitalist countries. We must: 

•· (A) In order to placate the deaf-mutes, 
proclaim the (fictional) separation of our 
government and governmental institutions 
(the Council of Peoples Commissars, etc.) 
from the Party and Politburo and, in par
ticular, from the Comintern, declaring these 
latter agencies to be independent political 
groups which are tt>lerated on the territory 
of the Soviet Socialist Republics. The deaf
mutes will believe it. 

" (B) Express a desire for the immediate 
resumption of diplomatic relations with cap
italist countries on the basis of complete 
non-interference in their internal affairs. 
Again, the deaf-mutes will believe it. Tbey 
will even be delighted and will fiing wide 
open their doors, through which emissaries 
of the Cornlntern and Party intelligence 
agencies will quickly infiltrate into these 
countries disguised as our diplomatic, cul
tural and trade representatives. 

" Speaking the truth is a pretty bourgeois 
pre1udice. A lie, on the other hand, is often 
justified by the end. Caoitalists the world 
over a:::~.d their governments will, in t l'> eir 
de"ire to win the Soviet market , shut their 
eye.s to the above-mentioned activities and 
will thl's be turned into deaf-mutes. 

"They will furnish credits, which will serve 
us a means of sul)porting the Communist 
parties in their countries, and by supplying 
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us with materials and techniques which are 
not available to us, will rebuild our war in
dustry which is essential for our future at
tacks on our suppliers. 

"In other words, they will be laboring to 
prepare their own suicide." 

Startlingly accurate, wasn't he? Those 
words were written sometime before Lenin 
died on January 21, 1924. Documents pub
lished in the mid-60s which now appear in 
"Lenin's Collected Works, Vol. 42", reveal 
that he had formulated the above stated 
theme as early as December 21, 1920. 

All this should be considered by our Sen
ators while they are "debating" the SALT n 
treaty. 

A letter of encouragement from our read
ers to their Senators w111 help things greatly. 
If your Senator doesn't believe Lenin actually 
said these things, tell him to have the 
Library of Congress research it for him. 

No Communist, whether Soviet or Red 
Chinese, means us any good. Either Wash
ington realizes this for the fact that it is, or 
we're doomed to suicide or slavery. It's just 
that simple.e 

MONDALE AT GENEVA: A CLARION 
CALL FOR JUSTICE 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
01' NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF RF.PRESENTATTVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I was 
privileged to participate as one of the 
congressional members of the U.S. dele
gation to the United Nations' sponsored 
conference on refugees in Geneva last 
week. This conference will go down in 
the annals of history not only as the 
most successful international refugee 
conference of all times, but as the only 
successful refugee conference ever held. 

The success of the Geneva Conference 
was in large measure due to the out
standing leadership of the President and 
the Vice President of the United States 
whose tireless efforts and diligent di
plomacy focused the attention of the 
world community on alleviating the 
human tragedy which has engulfed 
Southeast Asia with over 375,000 Indo
chinese refugees. 

Vice President MoNDALE, in an out
standing address to the delegates of the 
65 nations at Geneva, sounded a clarion 
call for this conference to go beyond the 
posturing and legalisms of previous refu
gee conferences. He reminded the world 
of the disasterous results of the Evian 
Conference of 1938, which failed to al
leviate the plight of 500,000 German 
Jews and thus facilitated Hitler's imple
mentation of the "final solution"-the 
destruction of 6 million European Jews. 

It is a tribute to the strong human 
rights commitment and moral integrity 
of this administration, so ably demon
strated by the Vice President in Geneva, 
that the U.S. efforts this time produced 
concrete actions that will alleviate the 
sufferings of the Vietnamese, Laotians, 
and Cambodians forced to ftee from their 
homelands. And this time our leadership 
produced a significant humanitarian re
sponse from the other nations of the 
world, who pledged to resettle 100,000 
more refugees and to meet the increased 
costs for care and maintenance of the 
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refugees provided by the United Nations to the Jewish problem' was conce1ve4, and 
Ref soon the night closed in. 

High Commission on ugces. Let us not re-enact their error. Let us not 
Mr. Speaker, I include the text of the be the heirs to thelr shame. 

Vice President's statement at Geneva to To alleviate the tragedy in southeast Asia, 
be included in today's RECORD so that my we all have a part to play. The United States 
colleagues who may not have had an op~ is committed doing its s·hare, just as we have 
portunity to read it, might do so. I think done for generations. 'Mother of extles' it 
this brief speech is one of the clearest says on the pedestal of the Statue of Liberty 
indications that we in the United States at the port of New York. The American peo-

have learned from history, and will never pte have already welcomed over 200,000 In
ti dochinese. Their talent and thelr energies 

again allow a "holocaust" to systema - immeasurably enrich our nation. 
cally destroy thousands of human beinss we are preparing to welcome another 168,-
whlle we sit idlY by. 000 refugees in the coming year. The gov-

The-statement follows: emors and the Members of Congress in our 
once again the countries of the world tum delegation-as well as outstanding religious 

to the United Nations. When problems touch and civic leaders throughout America--are 
the whole human community, no other a symbol of the enduring commitment of 
forum provides a vision more encompassing. President Carter and the American people. 
When national interests confllct and collide, Many nations represented here have risen 
no institution convenes us with greater to history's test, accepting substantial num
moral authority. The United Nations is often bers of refugees. The ABEAN states, China, 
eriticized, and sometimes even maltgned. But and Hong Kong have offered safety and asy
the common ground it provides us deserves lum to over half a milllon refugees from 
our thanks and our praise. on behalf of the Vietnam, Laos and Kampuchea since 1976. 
United States-and, I belleve, on behalf of And others have opened their doors. 
all nations in the world community-I thank But the growing exodus from Indochina 
Secretary-General Waldheim and High st111 outstrips international efforts. We must 
Commisaioner HartUng for their leadership work together, or the suffering w111 mount. 
in convening us here today. Unless we all do more, the risk of fresh 

Mr. Secretary-General, some tragedies defy conftlct will arise and the stability of South-
east Asia wlll erode. Unless this conference 

the imagination. SOme misery so surpasses gives birth to new commitments, and not 
the grasp of reason that language i tself simply new metaphors, we will inherit the 
breaks beneath the strain. Instead, we grasp scorn of Evian. It is a time for action, not 
tor metaphors. Instead, we speak the in- WO!'ds. 
audible dialect of the human heart. I would Uke to outline seven areas where 

Today we confront such a tragedy. In vtr- action ts needed. 
tually all the world's languages, desperate First and foremost, the fundamental re
new expressions have been born. "A barbed- sponsibllity must rest with the authorities of 
wire bondage," "an archipelago of despair," Indochina, particularly the government of 
"a tlood-tide of human misery" : with thlR the Socialtst Republic of Vietnam. That gov
new coinage our ls.nguage 1s enriched, and ernment is failtng to ensure the human rights 
our civillzation is impoverished. of its people. Its callous and Irresponsible 

"The boat people." "The land people." The policies are compelllng countless citizens to 
phrases are new, but unfortunately their forsake everything they treasure, to risk their 
precedent in the annals of shame is not. uves, and to flee into the unknown. 
Forty-one years ago this very week, another There must be an immediate moratorium 
international conference on Lake Geneva. on the further expulsion of people from 
concluded its deliberations. Thirty-two "na- Vietnam. we must stop the drowning& and 
tiona of asylum" convened at Evian to save establish a humane emigration program. The 
the doomed Jews of Nazi Germany and Aus- pollcy of expulsion which has led to so many 
tria. On the eve of the conference, Hitler tragic deaths must end. It must be replace<\ 
tlung the challenge in the world's face. He by a policy which enables those who wish to 
said, "I can only hope that the other world, leave their homes to do so-in safety, and 
which has such deep sympathy for these by choice and tn an orderly manner. 
criminals w111 at least be generous enough At the same time, we must not forget the 
to convert this sympathy into practical aid." land people driven from their homeland by 
We have each heard similar arguments about conruct and foreign invasion. The nations of 
the plight of the refugees in Indochina. the world must promote a political settle-

At stake at Evian were both human lives-- ment tn Kamp\l.Chee.. The survival of a 
and the decency and self-respect of the whole people ts In grave doubt. Neither the 
civ111zed world. If each nation at Evian had Pol Pot nor Hang Samrin regimes represents 
s.greed on that day to take in 17,000 Jews at the Cambodian people. The conflict, and the 
once, every Jew in the Reich could have been human tragedy in Its wake, must stop. The 
saved. As one American observer wrote, "It international community must not tolerate 
1s heartbreaking to think of the . . . des- forced expulsion of entire populations. I call 
perate human beings . . . waiting in sus- on all governments to allow normal free emi
pense for what happens at Evian. But the gration and faintly reunification. My govern
question they underline is not simply hu- ment supports efforts to negotiate a program 
manitarian . . . It is a test of civillzation." of orderly direct departures from Vietnam-

At Evian, they began with high hopes. but not at the expense of those in camps 
But they failed the test of civllization. elsewhere in Southeast Asia already awaiting 

The civ111zed world hid in the cloak ot resettlement, and not as part of a program 
legalisms. Two nations said they had reached of expulsion of ethnic or political groups. 
the saturation point for Jewish refugees. Second, I urge the countries of first asylum 
Four nations said they would accept expe- to continue to provide temporary safe haven 
rienced agricultural workers only. One would to all refugees. The compassion these na
only accept immigrants who had been bap- tions have shown earn them the respect and 
tized. Three declared intellectuals and mer- admiration of the world's community. But 
chants to be undesirable new citizens. On~ these nations cannot bear this responsib111ty 
nation feared that an intlux of Jews would alone. We call on them to persist In their 
arouse antisemitic feelings. And one delegato spirit of humanity so that our common effort 
said this: 'As we have not real racial prob• can proceed. 
lem, we are not desirous of importing one.' Therefore, third, the rest of us must pro-
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"Umted States has already done. Moreover, 
'We must all be prepared to commit ourselves 
to multi-year resettlement programs-for 
the problem wm not be solved quickly. The 
United States government is now seeking 
that authority. 

Fourth, each of us must make a greater 
contribution to the relief efforts of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Ref
ugees. The UNHCR will need increased re
sources now and in the coming years to care 
for growing refugee popula.tlons, and to al
leviate the misery ln refugee campe. The 
UNHCR may require an estimated $400 mil
lion for its Indochina programs in 1980. 

To do our part to help, I am privileged to 
announce today that my government wUl 
ask our Congress to a.llocate $105 milllon 
tor those programs--more than double our 
current effort. We are also ready to assign 
highly qualified Peace Corps volunteers to 
work in the camps tn Southeast Asia.--to 
work not only with the individual countries, 
but also in the programs of the UN High 
Commissioner. We urge other nations to un
dertake slmllar programs of support. 

Fifth, tt ts essential that )Ve relieve pres
sures on existing camps and create a network 
ot new transit centers for refugees destined 
for permanent resettlement elsewhere. Given 
the magnitude of the refugee population, 
such centers must accommodate at least 
250,000 refugees. My government has en• 
dorsed the initiative of the ASEAN states tor 
UN-sponsored refugee processing centers. 
President Carter applauds the government of 
the Ph111ppines for the bold and exemplary 
steps it has taken--e. model of responsible 
world leadership. Today I am especiallY" 
pleased to announce that we are requesting, 
more than $20 mllllon from the Congress to, 
finance our share ot such new UNHCR !acm .... 
ties. 

Sixth, we must extend refugee resettle-. 
ment to nations who are ready to receive
them-but who do not have the resources to 
do so. Today, on behalf of the United States 
government, I propose the creation of an in
ternational RefUgee Resettlement FunGi. 1.~ 
other nations join us, we will ask our Con-. 
gress for contributions to the Fund totalllng 
$20 mlllion for the first year. We ask todaY.• 
that othe!' nations match us. We recommend. 
that the Fund be capltallzed at $200 mlllion. 
This Fund could, !or example, endow an in~ 
ternational corporation which would help_ 
developing countries embark on their plan
ning and secure additional resources for this 
high humanitarian purpose. 

Seventh, and above all, we must act to pro
tect the lives o! those who seek safety. The 
United States is e.cting vigorously to save. 
refugees from exposure and starvation and 
drowning and death at sea. As Commander-. 
in-Chief of the m111tary, the President of the 
United States has dramatically strengthened1 

hla orders to our Navy to help the drowning 
and the desperate. Today the President has 
ordered four additional ships from the M111-
tary Sealift Command to be dispatched to 
the South China Sea-where they wlll be 
available both to transport tens of thousands 
of refugees from camps to refugee processing 
centers, and to assist refugees at sea. At tho 
same time, the President has also ordered 
long-range Navy aircraft to fty patrols to lo
cate and seek help tor refugee boats in dis
tress. And the President is asking our priva~. 
shipping industry and unions to persist with' 
thelr time-honored efforts to help refugees~ 
at sea. We appeal to other governments to do 
the sam.e--and to accept tor resettlement • 
those who are picked up. 

Mr. Secretary-General, fellow delegates, in. 
conclusion let me reiterate two points. 

As the delegates left Evian, Hitler again vlde assurances to first-asylum countries 
goaded 'the other world' for 'oozing sympathy that the refugees will ftnd new homes within 
for the poor, tormented people, but remain- a reasonable period of time. To meet this 
ing hard and obdurate when it comes to objective, we call on all nations to double 
helpl~~ ~~·~ Days lat~__. ~h• .:nnal solutlo:D: ·- th~lJ,': " ~~tt_lezp.e~t commitmen~. u _ .. th~. 

First, the international community must 
not tolerate tbls forced expulsion. We call 
upon Vietnam to cease those policies which 

:-::!t~te50 m~~~r~!~n~:~:~r!.be ant 
Tho fJ:e~dQm, w .eJJY,~~~· ~ .a. t~ndamenta.l. 
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human right. But no nation is blind to the 
difference between free emigration and forced 
exodus. Let us impose a moratorium on that 
exodus. Let us have a. breathing spell during 
which all of us-governments, voluntary 
agencies, and private individuals alike--mo
bilize our generosity and relieve the human 
misery. And let us urge the government of 
Vietnam to honor the inalienable human 
rights at the core of every civilized society. 

Second, our children wm deal harshly with 
us 1f we fall. The conference a.t Evian forty
one years ago took place amidst the same 
comfort and beauty we enjoy at our own 
deliberations today. One observer at those 
proceedings-moved by the contrast between 
the setting and the task-said this: 

"These poor people and these great prin
ciples seem so far away. To one who has 
attended other conferences on Lake Geneva, 
the most striking thing on the eve of this one 
is that the atmosphere is so much like the 
others." 

Let us not be like the others. Let us re
nounce that legacy of shame. Let us reach 
beyond metaphor. Let us honor the moral 
principles we inherit. Let us do something 
meaningful-something profound-to stem 
this misery. We face a. world problem. Let 
us fashion a. world solution. 

History will not forgive us if we fa11. 
History wlll not forget us if we succeed.e 

HOUSE SHOULD EXPEL DIGGS 

HON. DOUGLAS K. BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, due to 
transportation problems, I was absent 
from part of today's session and missed 
the vote on the motion to table a resolu
tion calling for the expulsion of Con
gressman CHARLES DIGGS. Had I been 
present, I was prepared to speak in sup
port of the motion to expel Mr. DIGGS. 
I would, therefore, like to have the text 
of my remarks placed in the RECORD at 
this point: 

The House Committee on Standards of 
omcial Conduct has reported a resolution, 
H.Res. 378, which is to be considered to
morrow. The resolution provides for the 
censure of Mr. DIGGS and requires him to 
repay the House for funds from his clerk
hire allowance which were used illegally. 

In view of the fa.ot that Mr. DIGGs has been 
convicted in U.S. District Court on 29 oounts 
of mail fraud and false statement and in view 
of his own admission of guilt to the House 
Committee that he had misused the tax
payers' money, I believe the motion to cen
sure is far too lenient and that a. motion 
to expel should also be in order. 

Indeed, I find it totally unacceptable that 
the House Leadership has persistently 
thwarted our efforts to seek a. vote on a mo
tion to expel Mr. DIGGS. It did so earller this 
year by allowing the entire matter to be 
referred to the Standards Committee. Now 
that the committee has made its recom
mendations, our motion to expel should also 
be in order. 

The misconduct of Cha.Tles DIGGS refiects 
on the House of Representatives as a whole. 
Each member should have an opportunity to 
cast a vote-for expulsion or censure. As it 
is, the Leadership would have us vote only 
on the motion to censure--a parliamentary 
maneuver that only clouds the true feellngs 
of the House on the serious charges and ac
tions of Mr. DIGGS. 

Our institutions o! government, and 
has been operating under a cloud of suspicion 
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specifically the Congress of the United States, 
for many years, largely because of various 
scandals involving its membership. Ameri
cans demand and have every right to ex
pect that their elected representatives serve 
with dignity, integrity and honor. When one 
member disgraces those traditions, it re
flects poorly on every elected omcial. It, 
therefore, becomes the duty of the insti
tutional body in question to take appropriate 
action to insure tha.t the public's trust in 
our elected officials is not violated by the 
inexcusable actions of one. 

I do not believe a convicted felon (as 1s 
Mr. DIGGS at this point, pending appeals) 
should be allowed to serve in the Congress 
of the United States. This is particularly true 
of an individual whose conviction relates 
to his service in the House of Representa
tives. 

His admission of guilt with respect to the 
misuse of his staff allowances, coupled with 
his earlier conviction, in my view, indicate 
that he has violated the public's trust. and 
that he should no longer serve in this body. 
I hope that we will have an opportunity to 
vote on the motion to expel.e 

An editorial appearing in the Omaha 
World Herald earlier this year stated: "It 
is no advertisement for democracy that the 
United States has a convicted felon helping 
to write its laws." I suggest that this is the 
crux of the decision !acing each member 
of the House of Reoresenta.tlves as we decide 
what action to take against Mr. DIGGs. 

TRffiUTE TO WTILIE MAYS 

HON. BILL ROYE.R 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. ROYER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
want to reco~nize a great athlete and a 
great American who will be inducted 
into the Baseball Hall of Fame on Au
gust 5, 1979. Willie Mays. I consider it a 
great privilege to count Willie Mays 
among my closest friends, and it will be 
with great pride that I will be accom
panying Willie to CooPerstown next 
month where he will receive the highest 
honor that organized baseball can ac
cord a player. 

Of course, it is most appropriate that 
Willie Mays be placed in the Baseball 
Hall of Fame, because he has been not 
only an outstanding athlete during his 
full and lengthy career, but also because 
he was and is a model of the highest 
caliber for our Nation's youth. Willie is 
an honest, humble, man, a man possessed 
not only of great athletic ability, who 
gave his all in every game, but also a 
man who possesses and shares great 
personal warmth and spirit. 

Willie Mays was not a bonus baby; he 
was not a dilettante or free-agent, big
money specialist. He was, and is, only 
the best center-fielder ever to wear a 
uniform. In this day and age of the 
petulant performer, of player strikes 
and hair-dryer clauses in player con
tracts. it is refreshing and invigorating 
to look back fondly at Willie Mays play
ing his heart out, every day, so well, so 
often, to the thrill and admiration of all 
who watched him on the field or listened 
to the broadcast, huddled close to the 
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family radio. How we all wanted to play 
like Willie Mays. 

We cannot go back to those days-
they are gone forever. But we can and 
must honor the man who most symbol
izes true sportsmanship and ability in 
American baseball-Willie Mays-and 
it is my great honor and privilege to do 
so today.e 

on.. IMPORT QUOTAS, CRUDE on.. 
DECONTROL AND HIGHER PRICES 

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

G Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to bring to my colleagues' attention a 
very cogent statement prepared by 
Frank Collins of the Oil, Chemical, and 
Atomic Workers. The statement is 
worthy of your full consideration since 
history supports this presentation. 

CRUDE On. DECONTROL AND THE 
On. IMPORT QUOTA 

The decontrol of domestic crude o11 com
bined with an oil import quota as proposed 
by President Carter would be far more costly 
to consumers and more dangerous to the 
economy than most people seem to be aware 
of at the present time. 

The cuts in imports over the next ten 
years of the size proposed by Carter cannot 
possibly be made up for by increased do
mestic production, conservation or by syn
fuels within this time frame. This means 
that there would be a long continuing crude 
oil shortage for refiners. As the level of crude 
imports would be set by the quota, refiners 
would bid up the price of available domestic 
crude. The OPEC price would thus become 
the floor for the price of domestic crude, 
not the ce111ng. 

Under the condition of a permanent short
age of crude o11in the U.S. produced by the 
proposed import quota, it is clear that crude 
costs in the U.S. would reach levels far 
above those of the rest of the world. Deregu
lation of U.S. crude would therefore not only 
place control of U.S. crude oil pricing in the 
hands of OPEC, it would be far worse. U.S. 
crude prices would be the arbitrary prices of 
OPEC plus an incalculable amount because 
of bidding up in the U.S. market under 
scarcity conditions. The more severe the 1m
port quota cutback, the higher would be the 
differential between the OPEC and the U.S. 
price. 

The cost to the consumers would be magni
fied by the effect of an oll imports quota on 
top of the phased deregulation of crude oil. 
The figure of $209 billion by 1985 which is 
the latest estimated cost of crude on decon
trol is predicated on OPEC prices rising no 
higher than $23.50. The sum of $209 b1llion 
already represents $1000 per person in the 
U.S. or $4000 for a family of four. 

rrhe existence of an import quota sched
uled to reduce on imports by 4.5 mtllion 
b/d by 1990 would guarantee U.S. oil prices 
rising far beyond $23.50 by 1985. Deregula
tion of crude oil plus an oil imports quota 
would Insure an economic disaster, unless re
versed by Congress. 

American business, outside of foreign oil 
importers and domestic oil producers, will be 
gravely harmed by the Administration's 
crude oil decontrol plus crude oil import 
quotas. As one example, domestic refiners 
using high priced domestic crude will be 
competing against oil product imnorts from 
foreign refiners using lower cost OPEC crude. 
Similarly, petrochemical producers will be 
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competing against foreign producers using 
lower priced feedstocks. 

U.S. industry is highly energy intensive. If 
the Administration program for oil decontrol 
and import quotas is allowed to continue, 
American industry wm be at an impossible 
competitive disadvantage against foreign in
dustry using lower priced oil outside the 
quota barrier. 

The Administration proposal for on im
port quotas makes the continuation of price 
controls on domestic crude absolutely imper
ative.e 

GREENING THE SOUTH BRONX 

HON. ROBERT GARCIA 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I found an 
article in the most recent edition of the 
Sierra Bulletin, the magazine published 
by the Sierra Club, which asks probably 
the most important question that may 
be asked about community self-help in 
the south Bronx. That question is, 
"What can we do to help?" While the 
efforts of our community based groups 
have been widely recognized in the areas 
of community and tenant organization, 
appropriate technology and urban re
vitalization, they need. and no less than 
yesterday, the continued support of the 
Federal Government. But the task with 
which they are faced, and which they 
have taken on, is not only one of urban 
revitalization. It is the task of their per
sonal and community revitalization-a 
regeneration of their personal and com
munity pride. And the answer to the 
question asked by the Sierra Club is not 
only an answer to the people of the 
south Bronx, it is an answer to all urban 
America. 

At a time when economic difficulties 
are pervasive and growing, we should all 
be asking this question, and actively 
seeking the answer. 

GREENING THE SOUTH BRONX 

(John Holtzclaw) 
From City Care in Detroit I ventured back 

·to the burned out, impoverished South 
Bronx to watch neighborhood people trans
form the carcasses and rubble of old tene
ments into living neighborhoods. 

At the conference, Ramon Rueda, bead of 
People's Development Corporation (PDC, 500 
E. 167th St. New York, 10456), had spoken 
powerfully for conservation, solar power, 
neighborhood control and elimination of 
nuclear power. I went to visit PDC, where 
it is happening. 

PDC's headquarters (and workshop) is a 
beehive of activity when I arrive. Job assign
ments are being meted out to workers. 
Ramon prepares to leave for a meeting with 
city omcials. Others are writing a financial 
proposal. The payroll is being prepared. A 
planning conference is in session. The omce 
hums. All are Puerto Ricans and blacks from 
the neighborhood. It is hard to belleve that 
these were "unskllled" and unmotivated un
tn recently-in an area written off as hope
less. 

Victor, assigned to show me around, man
ages the crew rehab111tating a gutted old 
apartment house on Washington Avenue. 
The workers' spirits and enthu!>tasm are 
high; they are building spacious modern 
apartments that they can purchase with 
"sweat equity" (equity earned by labor) or 
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rent at reasonable prices. Many materials re
cycled from nearby bu1ldings are used; cabi
nets and other parts are bu1lt in PDC's 
woodshop. 

Down the street stands a handsome six
story apartment bouse PDC recently com
pleted. It is well-insulated; on its roof, solar 
panels heat water for direct use and for cen
tral heating. Don't tell these people that 
solar power isn't ready! 

Fresh out of high school and unsk1lled, 
Victor helped build an earlier apartment 
house; now he manages construction of this 
one--only the second apartment house he's 
worked on-and attends college. His sights 
are set on law school. This is not the too
common ghetto story of helplessness, of resi
dents victimized and worn down by a brutal 
world over which they have no control. This 
is a story of residents in a nine-block area 
rebelllng, organizing, and bulldlng a future 
for which they take responsib111ty. 

PDC has helped to organize tenants in oth
er buildings to weatherize and improve those 
structures, and thus stablllze their tenancy. 
They've built parks on abandoned lots: they 
run a recycling program and are starting a 
solar greenhouse to grow organic vegetables, 
fish, earthworms, rabbits and poultry. They 
are seeking additional federal and city funds 
to expand even further, they want their 
neighborhood enterprises to include a laun
dromat, a pharmacy, a food service, a restau
rant, a bakery, a security service, a credit 
union and child-care and youth-training 
programs. 

Thoroughly inspired, I then visit the of
fice of another dynamic friend from City 
Care-Irma Fleck , head of the Bronx Frontier 
Development Corporation (1080 Leggett Ave., 
New York 10474). This is another neighbor
hood success story. 

In their newly rehab111tated omces above 
a railroad yard, recently "unsk1lled" black, 
Puerto Rican and white workers are busy 
preparing the Bronx Frontier's annual report 
and planning this year's work and activities. 

From here, Irma takes me to "The Ranch" 
along the East River with its excellent view 
of Manhattan, where they compost leaves 
and the wastes from vegetable markets and 
sewage plants. A windm1llis being construct
ed to power the huge composting operation, 
to sell electricity to Con Edison and as a 
model for teaching the fundamentals of wind 
power. 

Irma drives me by an abandoned lot. 
Though wedged between apartment houses, 
it is blossoming as a neigb borhood garden. 
With Bronx Frontier's botanical advice, the 
neighbors cultivate and harvest crops for 
their own consumption. Beats those high 
grocery bllls. 

A half-hlock down the street, Irma stops 
in front of a rubble-strewn lot, the ruins of 
a previous building. From a stoop next door 
two women yell, "Why don't you help us 
make a garden here?" Irma yells back. "We'll 
have the bulldozers here in three weeks!" 
And they will. With neighborhood help, 
they'll clear tbe lot, crush the rock and brick 
and mix it with their composted fertmzer. 
Neighbors will plant another urban garden. 

Bronx Frontier has converted an old book
mobile into a traveling kitchen. They teach 
cooking a.nd nutrition to more than 500 peo
ple each week. They are developing job
training programs for young minority adults 
and helping law "offenders" return to society 
as oroducti ve workers. 

By organizing and taking control of their 
local environment, neighborhoods are creat
ing skilled, proud and responsible residents, 
improved environments, cleaner air, reduced 
crime, green spaces, food and power. And 
they are helping to reduce sprawl and to 
conserve land, energy and resources. Certain
ly an urban environmentalist's dream. 

What can we do to help? We can get in
volved in our own neighborhoods. Direct in-
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terested people to those, like Ramon Rueda 
and Irma Fleck, who have succeeded, and to 
environmental organi;z;ations such as the 
Sierra Club, the Trust for Public Land (82 
2nd St., San Francisco, California 94105) or 
the Institute for Local Self-Reliance (1717 
18th St. NW., Washington, DC 20009). 

GAO REPORT SUBSTANTIATES 
NEED FOR RESEARCH AMEND
MEN'!' 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD my statement regarding the re
lease Friday, July 27, ~979, by the Gen
eral Accounting Office of its report which 
includes major findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations that automatic occu
pant restraint devices, such as airbags, 
require more testing, research, and devel
opment. 

I commend this information to my col
leagues and further suggest they obtain 
a copy of the GAO report itself. The 
document clearly underscores the need 
for more testing and research and sub
stantiates the necessity that the House 
adopt the amendment that Congressman 
JIM BROYHILL and I Will offer to the De
partment of Transportation appropria
tion. bill, H.R. 4440. 

The statement follows: 
Congressman John D. Dingell (D-Mich.). 

announced Friday that the Report to the 
Q;)ngress. "Passive Restraints For Automoblle 
Occupants-A Closer Look," a.s released by 
the General Accounting Omce Friday, sub
stantiates the absolute necessity for the 
House to adopt tbe research, testing and 
development amendment that he and Con
gressman Jim Broyhlll (R-N.C.), wlll offer 
to the DOT Appropriations blll scheduled 
Monday, July 30. 

Their amendment delays for one year, fis
cal year 1980, any further funds for imple
mentation or enforcement of the Federal 
automobile standard that requires devices, 
such as air bags, in automobiles. The amend
ment would not restrict actions on the por
tion of the standard that would permit 
safety belts. The amendment further re
aulre3 more research, testing and develop
ment of passive or automatic restraint de
vices. Dingell and Broyblll agree that this is 
tbe major purpose of their amendment-to 
ensure safe and effective restraint devices for 
motoring consumers. 

One of the main concerns Dingell has ex
pressed and which is expressed in the GAO 
report, is the as yet unsolved problem of air 
bagr. injuring or killing out-of-position occu
pants. especially children, in front seats of 
cars. Recent General Motors and Volvo car 
crash tests, using pigs as surrogates for chil
dren, resulted in pigs being killed. Seven died 
of liver damage or other causes in the GM 
tests. 

Dingell added that he is suspicious that 
there may be other evidence of problems 
with air bag tests burled in DOT files and 
that he is conducting a full research invest1-
g3.tion of NHTSA. 

Dingell has advised his colleagues in the 
House, "GAO has provided excellent responses 
to the DOT/ NHTSA comments on the re
port." 

Dingell released the major findings, rec
ommendations and conclusions of GAO re-
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garding the problems found in the DOT/ 
NHTSA handling of the mandatory auto
matic occupant restraint standard, Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standard 208, which mandates 
air bags or automatic safety belts in model 
year 1982 paasenger cars. 

The GAO report says: 
"Passive restraints offer life-saving and in

jury-prevention potential. However, Trans
portation's specific quantification of the 
benefits lends a degree of certainty not fully 
supported by the test data. 

Moreover, testing conducted after the man
date indicates a potential danger from a de
ploying air bag may exist for out-of-position 
occupants. 

Many questions are unanswered concern
ing the health and safety risks of using the 
chemical sodium azide to inflate air bags. 
In addition, the estimates of air bag cost 
and insurance savings are optimistic. 

Because of the potential danger for out
of-position occupants, GAO recommends that 
the Secretary require additional testing by 
the National Highway Trame Safety Admin
istration on this problem. Depending on the 
outcome of this testing, the Secretary should 
consider appropriate modifications to the 
passive restraint standard including, if war
ranted, additional performance requirements 
covering the out-of-position occupant prob
lem." 

Dingell said the GAO recommends that the 
Secretary of Transportation establlsh a "task 
force" to develop an evaluation plan to ascer
tain the safety and effectiveness of passive 
restraints, like the air bag and automatic 
belts and that the Secretary "make modifica
tions to the standard where warranted." 

GAO also recommends that the Environ
mental Protective Agency a.nd the secretary 
of Labor, Occup6tiona.l Safety and Health 
Administration, give "high priorit.y ... to 
addi tiona! research on sodi urn azide to 
measure its health and safety risks." It 1s 
suspected that sodium azide, used to deploy 
air bags in frontal crashes, may be a cancer 
ca.using agoot. 

GAO ~ritici:res DOT/NHTSA for relying too 
heavily on "laboratory test data and engi
neering judgments." NHTSA has little field 
test data. 

GAO says: 
"The Safety Administration's estimate 

that passive restraints, when installed in all 
oa.rs, w111 prevent about 9,000 deaths and 
65,000 serious injuries annually may not 
prove to be a.ccurate in .actual experience. 
Although p&SSive restraints have been tested 
extensively, most testing was on air bags 
rather than .automatic seat belts. Results of 
these tests support the conclusion that air 
bags offer potential to save lives and prevent 
injuries in frontal collisions. However, the 
conclusion as to the extent of these benefits 
and the benefits in other types of crashes 
w.a.s based largely on subjective judgment. 
This introduces a great deal of un~ertainty 
into the estimates because: 

Laboratory crash conditions provide a 
simplified and limited simulation of real 
crash conditions. 

Emphasis on testing air bag systems in 
small cars is la.cking and extrapolating test 
data from large cars to small cars is difflcult. 

Biomechanical knowledge about human 
responses in crashes and human tolerances 
to injuries is limited. 

The uncertainties involved in trying to 
estimate passive restraint effectiveness is 
compounded by the lack of field data depict
ing system performance in the real world. 
Current real world data for air bags is st111 
too limited to support a reliable estimate 
of effectiveness in reducing serious and fatal 
injuries. Although more real world data 
exists on automatic seat oelts, the data. 
must be reviewed with caution because ex
perience is limited." 

"What this GAO report released today 
clearly recommends to Congress is that the 
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amendment Congressman Broyhlll and I w111 
offer to the DOT Appropriations blll should 
be enacted to ensure consumers that an
other year of testing, at least, is required 
on passive restraints, especially the costly 
and questionable air bag," said Dingell. 

"It is obvious from the report that lfur
ther information as to the effectiveness of 
these occupant safety devices is needed by 
insurance companies regarding the claim 
by some that they w111 offer savings on 
insurance premiums to consumers who in
sure cars equipped with such passive 
restraints. 

"What is a shocking revelation in the 
GAO report is tnat NHTSA and, I w111 quote 
the report, 'the Department (DOT) dis
agrees that the Safety Administration should 
perform additional testing on the out-of
position occupant problem. It (DOT/ 
NHTSA) believes the appropriate way to 
handle this problem is to monitor the in
dustry's development and testing programs 
and to test the production systems when 
they become avaUable.'" 

The GAO report continues: 
"The Safety Administration has had in

dependent testing done in establishing per
formance criteria for the normally seated 
front seat occupants. GAO does not under
stand its Nluctance to carry out further 
testing to determine whether similar per
,formance craeria is needed for the out-of
position occupant. 

The Department must also do its own 
independent testing to assess the serious
ness of the problem and develop, 1f neces
sary, requirements for out-of-position 
occupants in the passive restraint stand
ard." 

The GAO report also states: 
"The National Transportation Board also 

commented on GAO's draft report and 
found no points of contradiction or conflict 
between the data presented in the report 
and the Board's material on the passive 
re3traint mandate." 

Dingell concluded, "Congress must ensure 
the consumer that safety devices are no 
hazard themselves to occupants and that 
they are effective."e 

REGULATIONS TO ESTABLISH A 
MO:a.E UNIFORM PERSONNEL SYS
TEM IN THE AGENCY FOR INTER
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

HON. HERBERT E. HARRIS II 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to direct the attention of my colleagues to 
the regulations which have been promul
gated in the Agency for International 
Development <AID) pursuant to enact
ment of the International Development 
and Food Assistance Act of 1978. Under 
the act, AID was directed to establish 
a unified personnel system for AID 
employees. 

Cognizant of the overseas mission of 
the agency and the fact that regular 
rotation of the overseas element is an 
important factor in the career develop
ment of the Foreign Service, a number 
of Washington-based positions have 
been designated for overseas people back 
in the United States on rotation. It 
should be noted that Washington-based 
employees who currently hold positions 
which have been designated for this pur-
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pose will not be adversely affected since 
an indefinite "grandfather" clause cor
rectly serves as their protection unless 
a voluntary option for overseas service 
is exercised. 

Despite my support for the concept of 
a more uniform system which has been 
created pursuant to enactment of the 
law, I would like to express my concern 
over the impact of this system on EEO 
and upward mobility programs. The sys
tem would encumber the more im
portant and senior positions for the 
overseas component on rotation. Thus, 
Washington-based AID employees could 
be stymied in their career progression 
due to the existence of designated 
positions. 

I will be closely monitoring the effects 
of the new system on the Washington
based corps. I want to be sure that the 
opportunity and incentive to move into 
the overseas component of AID is af
forded to those employees who are cur
rently in the Washington component. I 
believe all qualified AID employees who 
aspire to the Foreign Service should be 
provided with ample opportunity for 
career development within the Agency 
for International Development.• 

OIL IMPORTS VERIFICATION ACT 
OF 1979 

HON. ROBERT GARCIA 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing legislation which will pro
vide us with critical information on our 
oil imports. This legislation, entitled, "Oil 
Imports Vertiftcation Act of 1979," re
institutes the data gathering functions of 
the Customs Service which was lifted by 
Customs Commissioner Chasen, follow
ing President Carter's temporary duty 
suspension on oil imports. While duties 
were being collected on oil imports we 
were provided with a basis of comparison 
for the data provided to us by the Energy 
Information Administration, which is 
provided to them by the oil industry. 
However, when the President suspended 
the duty on imported oil, Customs Com
missioner Chasen relieved customs in
spectors of their data gathering respon
sibilities so that we now have the same 
information coming out of the Treasury 
Department that comes out of the De
partment of Energy--oil company :fig
ures. 

Commissioner Chasen justified this ad
ministrative change by saying that it 
would save us the cost of overtime sal
aries of customs inspectors which some
times far exceed regular salaries. This 
is one solution to the problem of tremen
dous overtime costs, however the deci
sion to implement the administrative 
change could not have taken into ac
count the impact it would have on our 
oil import information. Instead of de
creasing this information we should be 
making every effort to increasing and 
clarifying it. This can be done by making 
a comparison between the oil industry 



21370 
supplied information and the informa
tion collected by customs inspectors on a 
regular basis, and accounting for the 
differences between them. And as long as 
our oil import dependency continues to 
threaten us with the degree of economic 
disruption that we have recently experi
enced, we should seek reasons for any 
discrepancies in the information that the 
American people are receiving. 

The Oil Imports Verification Act of 
1979 would, therefore, require Customs 
to continue to collect oil import informa
tion, regardless of the status of duties. 
In addition, it would require the General 
Accounting Office, on a quarterly basis, to 
make a comparison between the data re
ported to the Commerce Department by 
Customs and the data reported to the 
Energy Information Administration by 
the oil companies on a quarterly basis. 

The legislation I am introducing 
follows: 

H.R.-
That section 501 of the Energy Policy and 

Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6382) is amended 
by redesignating subsection (c) as subsection 
(d) and by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following new subsection: 

" (c) ( 1) The Comptroller General shall 
establish a program to determine and recon
cne any differences in-

"(A) the data on the volumes of petroleum 
products imported into the United States 
which is collected and published by the En
ergy Iruformation Administration of the De
partment of Energy, and 

"(B) such data which is collected by the 
TTnited States Customs Service of the De
partment of the Treasury and published by 
the Bureau of the Census. 

"(2) Each calendar quarter, the Comptrol
ler General shall prepare and transmit to the 
Congress a report setting forth any differ
ences in petroleum product import date. 
identified under such program together with 
explall8ition of such differences.". 

SEc. 2. (a) Within 90 days Sifter the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Commis
sioner of Customs shall establish and imple
ment a progra.m for the collection and verl
flcatton of data on the total volumes of all 
petroleum products imported into the United 
States. Such program shall-

( 1) provide for the collection of such in
formation by actual examination (and bllls 
of lading and other evidence of imports) or 
by any other reasonable method designed to 
assure the most accurate data is collected, 
and 

(2) remain in effect whether or not any 
tariff or other fee on the importation CYf pe
troleum products is in effect. 

(b) Unt11 the program under subsection 
(a) 1s implemented, the United states Cus
toms Service shall collect and verify data on 
the volumes of imported petroleum prod
ucts to the same extent and in the same 
manner as th~t.t data was collected and vert
fled by the Service before March 31, 1979. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
"petrolelum product" has the meaning given 
it in section 3(3) of the Energy Policy and 
ConserV'ation Act (42 U.S.C. 6202(3)) ·• 

TRIBUTE TO THE AMVETS 

HON. RONALD M. MOTTL 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. MO'ITL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to pay 
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tribute to the AMVETS on the occasion 
of this organization's 35th anniversary 
of dedicated and distinguished service to 
the Nation and its veterans. 

The AMVETS' motto is: "We fought 
together, now let's build togeter for a 
greater America." That is just what the 
men and women of AMVETS have been 
doing since a small group of World War 
II veterans met in Kansas City, Mo., to 
form this national veterans organization. 

The charter of AMVETS as a World 
War II veterans organization was signed 
by President Truman, after congres
sional enactment, on July 23, 1947. The 
AMVETS charter was subsequently 
amended in 1951 and 1966, to incorporate 
veterans of the Korean and Vietnam 
wars. Now nearly every State and sev
eral foreign countries have AMVETS 
posts. In areas including rehabilitation, 
employment and education of veterans, 
and in general community service, the 
AMVETS has built an exemplary rec
ord of public service. AMVETS works 
closely with subsidiary organizations, the 
Auxiliary, the Sons of AMVETS, the 
Junior AMVETS, the Sad Sacks and the 
Sackettes. 

As a member of the House Comm\ttee 
on Veterans' Affairs, I am particularly 
honored and pleased to have the AM
VETS 35th Anniversary National Con
vention in Cleveland, scheduled for 
August 19-26. I believe I am expressing 
the sentiments of all my colleagues in 
the House, when I extend AMVETS all 
good wishes for a fine August conven
tion.• 

ENERGY ANSWER MAN 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Lynn 
Ashby, the Houston Post's popular 
columnist, recently wrote an article on 
the President's energy program that 
struck a responsive chord in many 
Houstonians. 

I would like to bring it to my col
leagues' attention: 

(From the Houston Post, July 18, 1979] 
LYNN ASHBY: ANSWER MAN 

A lot of you are confuse:l over the presi
dent's latest energy program, including the 
proposed new federal agencies he wants to 
establlsh. I wish for once you'd stop relying 
on me for leadership. Anyway, once again, as 
the Answer Man, I shall take questions from 
the audience. Fire away: 

How does President Carter plan to solve 
the energy shortage? 

He wants to create three new federal agen
cies, an Energy Security Corp., an Energy 
Mob111zation Board and a Solar Bank. 

What w111 they do? 
They are specifically designed to cut 

through government red tape and thus make 
it easier, save time and streamline our pur
suit of energy. 

How wlll they do that? 
Simple. Say you want to drill for oil. You 

go to the Energy Mob111zatlon Board (EMB) 
which wlll contact the Energy Security Corp. 
(ESC), the Department of Energy (DOE), the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
touch base with the Solar Bank. sending 
copies to the Pentagon, FBI and EEOC. They 
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will then reach a decision on whether there 
is any oil down there, and respond. 

Respond to whom? 
Your grandchlldren. 
Do we really need more federal agencies? 
Yes. Not only wlllit solve the energy prob-

lem, but it wlll make great inroads into the 
unemployment problem. There are now 2.-
776,000 clv111an federal employees. Each new 
job means one more vote, and wlll help the 
president with his own unemployment 
problem. 

But we already have the new Department 
of Energy. Why can't it do the job? 

The DOE has 20,000 employees and a 
budget of $10.4 blllion. That's more money 
than the profits of the nation's seven larg
est oil companies. Since creation of the 
DOE, America has assumed a unique 
position. 

What's that? 
We are the only country in the world with 

Unes at gas stations. 
Was creation of the DOE one of the presi

dent's campaign promises? 
No. He only promised what he could real

istically achieve. He promised to cut taxes, 
balance the budget, restore confidence in 
government and reduce the federal 
bureaucracy. 

Anything else? 
Well, yes. He promised the National Edu

cation Association (NEA) that he would 
create a Cabinet-level Department of Edu
cation. It is about to clear Congress and 
will have a first-year budget of $14.5 billion 
with 15,000 employees. 

Who wants a Department of Education? 
Mostly the leaders and employees of the 

NEA. 
Why? 
Chiefly because leaders and employees of 

the NEA will then become leaders and em
ployees of the Department of Education. 

How do the people who actually run our 
schools, colleges and universities feel about 
a new Washington educational agency? 

Those who are not testifying before vari
ous federal judges and bureaus, or who are 
not filling out forms and meeting quotas, 
tell me that 1f Washington, George, had 
operated like Washington, D.C., we'd all be 
driving on the left-hand side of the street. 

Getting back to energy. what w111 these 
new federal agencies do? 

For one thing, they will handle money 
from the windfall profits tax, which the 
president says will raise between $146 bll
llon and $270 billion. It comes to $650 to 
$1,205 per person. 

But the oll companies are making a lot 
of money They can afford it. 

Actually, they won't pay a penny of it. It 
will be money you pay at the gas pump
taxes disguised as profits. The oil compa
nies wm keep about a third of it and pass 
the rest on to the federal treasury. In ef
fect, the oil companies wm be tax collectors 
for Uncle Sam. 

Why don't we just pay Washington 
direct? 

You obviously don't know much about 
politics. If Congress passed a law making 
your family of four pay the government an 
extra $4,820 in before-tax dollars, there'd 
be a revolution. This way, you wlll be mad 
at the on companies instead of President 
Carter and Congress. 

wm the oil companies suffer? 
Yes. Some or them may have to postpone 

entry into the U.N. 
But 1! the government is going to get 

most of the money, then whose "windfall" 
is it? 

Next question. 
But if the oil companies are coming out 

ahead, and the government is coming out 
ahead, the president gets lots of votes out 
of it, who's looking after us? 

Funny you should ask. President Carter 
plans to establlsh a Cabinet-level Federal 
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011 Consumers Protection Bureau and Anti
Ripoff Department. It will have a work force 
of 43,000 and an annual budget of $4.5 bil
lion. It will also seek new ways to cut taxes, 
balance the budget, restore confidence in 
government and reduce the federal 
bureaucracy ·• 

PLEDGE TO HOLD PRICES A 
RESTRAINT OF TRADE? 

HON. MARTY RUSSO 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker. I am tak
ing the floor today to describe a situa
tion that has me mystified. I do not know 
whether I should break out into tears or 
laughter. 

Recently, a group of homebuilders in 
Chicago decided to try and join the fight 
against inflation as we all have been 
encouraged to do. They all signed a vol
untary pledge to hold their prices for a 
period of 60 days. No one agreed to fix 
prices, merely not to raise current ones. 
This was publicly acknowledged by all 
who signed the pledge. Did they receive 
congratulations for their efforts? No, in
stead "Big Brother" arrived at the door. 

The regional director of the Federal 
Trade Commission wrote all the signers 
and said there were implications of re
straint of trade. In addition, he was con
cerned they might be harming con
sumers. He asked them to withdraw 
from the pledge by signing a draft letter 
he had enclosed or severe actions would 
follow. 

I am putting the pertinent correspond
ence in the RECORD so everyone can see 
the sorry state we are in. Here is another 
case of the Federal Government talking 
out of both sides of its mouth: 

PASQUINELLI CONSTRU:::TION CO., 
Lansing, Ill., July 11, 1979. 

Hon. MARTY Russo, 
Cannon Building, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Russo: This year, we 
have all been concerned over the effects of 
inflation. I have been hearing Alfred Kahn's 
remarks on television with regard to fighting 
inflation. He insic;ted that everyone seexns to 
think that curbing infl.a tlon is "the other 
persons" job. 

At our General Membership Meeting of the 
Home Builders of Greater Chicago, a thought 
occurred to us that it would be a good time 
to offer the President of the United States, 
through his representative . Jay Janis, Un
dersecretary of HUD, a pledge, wherein each 
individual homebuilder would pledge to at 
least hold his prices for the next 60 days. 
At subsequent meetings of the group, I sug
gested that other industries, such as re
tailers, distributors, in fact. anyone con
cerned with fighting inflation. be encour
aged to sign such a pledge. It was my 
thought that all signatories would at least 
hold their prices for 60 days, and lower them 
to fit market conditions. 

In the past, in the face of rece!'sion. the 
buc:iness community, instead of stabilizing 
prices and reducing prices have, in fact, 
raised nrices in an attempt to comn,.nsate 
for lost profits. The term for the condition 
cansed bv this type of Philoso""hY is stag
flation. It was my hope to prevent this con
dition and have our economic marketc; more 
closely adhere to supply and demand con
ditions. 
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I am enclosing a copy of a letter received 

by our company from the Federal Trade 
Commission, Chicago Regional Office, from a 
Mr. Paul W. Turley, Regional Director, 
where he indicated, and I quote, "We are seri
ously concerned about the restraint-of-trade 
implications arising from this pledge. It is 
illegal for two or more companies to act to
gether to affect prices, regardless of whether 
prices are raised, depressed, fixed, pegged, or 
stabilized. We are also exploring the possi
bllity that some consumers may have been 
economically injured by the pledge." 

My attorney's reply is also enclosed. You 
will note that in his reply to the Federal 
Trade commission, he quotes from Alfred 
Kahn's prepared text delivered to the Board 
of Directors of the National Association of 
Home Builders on May 22, 1979 as follows: 

"I would like, in closing, to call your at
tention to the pledge this month by a num
ber of builders in the Chicago area to hold 
their prices for a period of at least 60 days, 
while maintaining the quality and overall in
tegrity of their product. Only a gesture? Per
haps. But it is a reflection of the funda
mental truth that 1s going to take the efforts 
of all of us, working together, to bring infla
tion under co:1trol. When we succeed-and 
we wm-every one of us will have reason to 
be just a little bit prouder--of himself, and 
of our country." 

It seems in this country, you're damned 1f 
you do and you're damned if you don't. For 
20 years, I have been trying to build homes 
for the first home buyer market. I am very 
co':lcerned about the effects of inflation on 
the ability of the 60 to 70% of the mar'ret to 
buy homes. That 6Q-70% of the market is the 
first home buyer. 

I would appreciate your calling this to the 
attenticn of the Federal Trade Commiesion 
and airing my concern of the over-regulation 
a.nd over-antici-ation of every crtizens' acts 
by government bureaucracies and the stifie
ment of the good intention of the public. 

Yours very truly, 
BRUNO A. PASQUINELLI, 

President. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Chicago, Ill., June 15, 1979. 

BRUNO PASQUINELLI, 
President. Pasquinelli Construction Co., 
Lansing, Ill. 

DrAlt MR. PAsQUINELLI: The Chicago Region
al Office of the Federal Trade Commission is 
conducting an investigation of the pledge by 
the members of the Bul'ders Committee to 
Fight Infoation to hold prices for at least sixty 
days. Enclosed is a copy of the pledge, which 
includes your name as a signatory. 

We are seriously concerned about the re
straint-of-trade implications arising from 
this pledge. Jt is illegal for two or more com
panies to act tO!!ether to affect prices, regard
less of whether prices are raised, depressed, 
fixed, pegged, or stab111zed. We are also ex
ploring the possib111ty that some consumers 
may have been economically injured by the 
ple~e. 

Unless the signatories are ab1e to estab
lish that each of them has withdrawn from 
the pledge and tha.t they will not engage in 
discussions of pricing or other sales policies 
with any comPetitor in the future. we will 
recommend that the Commission seek an in
junction. Enclosed is a model letter which a 
signatorv could use to establish these facts. 
Each signatorv, actin~ indenendently, should 
present this office with such a letter by June 
25, 1979. This letter is being requested to 
assist Commission staff in determining the 
need to seek an injunction. Submission of the 
letter wm not terminate the investigation. 

If you or your attorney has any questions 
regarding thls matter, please contact one of 
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the following staff attorneys: Jim Leonard, 
353-5576 and Peggy Summers, 353-3775. 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL W. TuRLEY, 

Regional Director, 
Chicago Regional Office. 

Mr. PAUL w. TuRLEY, 
Regional Director, Federal Trade Commis

sion, Chicago, Ill. 
DEAR MR. TURLEY: On [date) I responded, 

as [your title] of [your company], 
an [correct state] corporation, to a 
request by the Builders Committee to 
Fight Inflation that I join them in 
a pledge to hold prices on my company's 
pr::>duct for at least 60 days, while maintain
ing all standard itexns as well as quallty of 
materials and overall integrity of the prod
uct. In signing the pledge I did not intentd 
to engage in any activity or behavior that 
would be contrary to the best interest of the 
public and did not believe that our pledge to 
hold prices was improper. 

The staff of the Federal Trade Commission 
has called to my attention the possib111ty 
that the pledge m::~.y be in violation of the 
laws enforced by that agency. In response to 
that notification I hereby withdraw my 
signature from the document titled "Build
ers Anti-Inflation Pledge". The future actions 
of [your company] w111 in no way be gov
erned by that pledge. Neither I nor (your 
company) will engage in any activity regard
ing pricing policy or any other sales policies 
with any competitor. 

This letter may be used by the Federal 
Trade Commission or its staff for purposes 
of notifying the other signatories or the gen
eral public of [your company's] withdrawal 
from the aforementioned pledge. 

Very truly yours, 

-- --·· 
LEGISLATION TO PROHIBIT THE 

INTERSTATE TRANSPORTAT!ON 
AND USE OF STOLEN AIRLINE 
TICKETS 

HON. JOHN M. MURPHY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, one of the most pressing crim
inal problems faced by the American 
transportation industry today is the use 
of counterfeit, altered, fraudulent, lost, 
or stolen airline tickets, particularly 
those which have been channeled 
through a travel agency. The cost to the 
airlines, and ultimately to the .American 
traveler. runs into many millions of 
dollars per month. The legislation which 
I introduct today addresses the problem 
directly by amending the United States 
Code to specifically include such tickets 
within title 18's prohibition of the trans
portation or use of such negotiable in
struments. 

While one would presume such tickets, 
if stolen. to fall under the ordinary crim
inal codes, the law does not operate on 
such presumptions. There exists a some
what grev area in the theft of a blank 
ticket which has no srecific value at
tached to it until it is filled in with a 
travel itinerary and then actually used 
in interstate commerce. Such blanks 
might be used for just a few dollars in 
excess bagl!atre charges, or for a few 
thousand dollars for a round-the-world 
trip. 
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My legislation would expand the defi

nition of the term "security" in title 18 to 
include airline tickets and the blank tick
et forms. Since airline tickets are as good 
as cash, or stolen securities, they should 
be treated as negotiable instruments 
under Federal law. It is urgent that 
such items be included in the criminal 
code so that travel agencies, the com
mercial air travel industry, and the 
traveling public at large can be protected 
in an effort to halt this immense diver
sion of tickets for criminal use. Until it 
becomes a Federal criminal offense, the 
FBI is effectively blocked from entering 
the investigation of what is generally 
considered to be a local crime. 

Up until now, ticket thieves have been 
handled simply as petty offenders. A very 
basic problem is that there has been no 
central control of airline tickets; each 
carrier operates its own accounting sys
tem independently, and accepts on good 
faith the value of every other carrier's 
tickets without so much as a passing 
inquiry as to the legitimacy of each 
ticket. Even more critical is the fact that 
each theft is handled locally, by a police 
department with no cooperative methods 
of cross-checking such tickets-each in
vestigative acts and reacts independently. 

My bill would allow the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation and the Justice Depart
ment to investigate and prosecute those 
involved in trafficking in stolen and 
counterfeit tickets. Under the penalty 
provisions of section 2315, title 18. violat
ors would be subject to a $10.000 fine 
and/or 10 years in jail for the theft, sale, 
or receipt of stolen tickets. Additionally, 
because this activity generally involves 
the crossing of State lines, a separate 
$10,000 fine and/or 10 years is added for 
interstate trafficking, per section 2314 
of title 18. 

There is presently no effective legal 
control over the printing, issuance or dis
tribution of airline ticket stock. The Air 
Transport Association's efforts to insti
tute such controls have been less than 
effective. Traffic in stolen and counter
feit tickets has become quite common
place, with the bulk of the problem at
tributed to organized crime. The pro
fessional criminal has spotted a lucrative 
business with a very low profHe, a low 
chance of being caught, and he has 
moved into the field with a vengeance. 

While outright counterfeits are a def
inite problem, the main source of illegal 
supplies is the theft of ticket stock, both 
from the individual airlines and from 
ATA stocks generally handled by travel 
agencies. All ATA tickets are printed by 
an outside firm, and then di<::tributed in 
bulk directly to travel agencies which 
handle airline business. It is that dis
tribution process which spawns the 
greatest percentage of losses, with tick
ets disappearing between the printers 
and the agencies. 

Transporters such as United Parcel 
Service and Wings and Wheels have ex
hibited atrocious records of tickets stolen 
in transit, whether from theft by con
spiracy or by simple mishandling. The 
subsequent sale and/or use of these 
stolen and lost tickets costs the airlines 
millions of dollars, which, in the long 
run, is subsidized by the paying pas
senger 1n increased costs of tickets. 
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Although the ATA generally limits the 
number of tickets on hand in an agency, 
a popular criminal gambit has been to 
simply purchase a small agency, sell all 
the available ticket stock in a short 
period of time, make no payments to the 
airlines, and close up the agency. The 
airlines must honor the tickets without 
compensation, since they are legitimate 
and are generally used for travel well 
before the nonpayment by the agency is 
discovered in the accounting process. 
Then the agency claims corporate finan
cial difficulties or declares bankruptcy. 
The operation is so familiar to police 
that they have given it a special name: 
a "bustout operation." 

Recent cases in my own city of New 
York illustrate the scope of the problem: 
Seven thousand stolen tickets and 175 
persons involved in one case; 900 tickets 
missing from one agency; 250 tickets 
from another; 1,500 from yet another, 
and 1,825 from another. 

Other cities have been hit just as hard: 
Los Angeles airport had $3 million in 
stolen tickets go through just that single 
location recently; police indicate it is not 
at all unusual to turn up theft rings with 
over $1 million in tickets on hand. 

The problem is quite clear, and I be
lieve a major step toward its solution is 
incorporated in this legislation. Tickets 
have been poorly handled and accounted 
for in transport; armed robberies have 
plagued travel agencies; and Federal, 
State and local law enforcement agen
cies have been hampered by an indefinite 
status of stolen tickets, as well as a 
lack of coordination in handling a racket 
which, by its very nature, ranges not only 
nationwide, but worldwide. 

The legislation which I propose today 
will place such tickets in the realm of 
Federal law, and thus add some teeth to 
the prosecution of criminals who are 
heaping massive economic losses on the 
transportation industry and on the 
American public.• 

PROBLEMS--SAME EVERYWHERE 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN l'HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. BOB Wn.sc>N. Mr. Speaker, I 
draw your attention to the following 
editorial: 

[From the Times Advocate, July 8, 1979] 
PROBLEMS THE SAME EVERYWHERE 

What became crystal clear a few days ago 
when Rep. Clair Burgener addressed more 
than 100 persons in Grape Day Park was that 
Escondido's problems are identical to those 
of Americans from all 50 states. 

What also surfaced for the sixth consecu
tive year at the Escondido Chamber of Com
merce's annual Congressional Luncheon is 
that Burgener is more than a cut above your 
average veteran politician. Burgener was 
well-prepared and quick to answer a barrage 
of questions tossed at him by area news
people. 

Despite some tough questions, Burgener 
was ready. He obviously relished the chal
lenge; the congressman was at his best, doing 
what he likes best-facing his constituents 
and addressing them on a personal basis. 
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Burgener made it clear throughout his 

question-answer session that our problems 
are every American's problems: inflation, en
ergy, mortgage rates, housing, etc. He tackled 
each of the nation's problem areas thought
fully, and once again he displayed his class 
by refusing to blame a Democratic president 
for all of the country's 1lls. 

When asked for his comments on Presi
dent Carter's surprising decision to cancel 
his scheduled energy talk on television last 
Thursday night, Burgener said the action 
caught him off-guard, but that Carter was 
wise to delay the address if he wasn't fully 
prepared or if all of the new issues regarding 
the crisis weren't in full focus. "I hope that 
he just needed a little more time before 
sharing new solutions with the American 
public," Burgener said. 

The congressman also defended Carter 
when it was pointed out that his most recent 
rating in the area. of leadership (an ABC-TV
Harris Poll survey) placed him lower than 
Richard Nixon during his darkest days in the 
White House. 

"I believe Congress is as much to blame as 
the president for many of our problems," 
Burgener bristled, "especially in the areas of 
the economy and energy. We have to do our 
part, too. I didn't support Mr. Carter in the 
last election and I won't be supporting him 
next year, but I take no delight or glee in the 
failures of our president. I want him to suc
ceed, just as I want a.ll of our presidents to 
succeed." 

That's the Clair Burgener that voters have 
supported so strongly at the polls in past 
elections. He was admitting that the United 
States is facing one of the most difficult peri
ods in its history, a.nd he was asking Con
gress, the press and the public to share with 
this administration and past administrations 
in the blame for the difficulties. 

Burgener was laying it on the line. It was 
painful to some, but it was forthright and 
honest, two of the congressman's gr-eatest 
traits. 

Clair Burgener was tell1ng the small gath
ering in Grape Day Park that we DO have 
common problems in this country and that 
we have to address those problems as a team. 
With people like Burgener in Washington, 
D.C., perhaps we can yet conquer many of 
these crises.e 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES WATER 
RIGHTS LEGISLATION 

HON. JERRY M. PATTERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
4938, which I introduced on July 24, 
1979, will remove restrictions on Federal 
lands in Mono County, Calif. Addition
ally, the bill will protect major invest
ments of the city of Los Angeles in wa
ter aqueducts and hydroelectric genera
tion facilities. H.R. 4938 is identical to 
H .R. 13521, introduced during the 95th 
Congress, which was supported by both 
the Los Angeles City Council and the 
Mono County Board of Supervisors. 

Because of the semiarid desert char
acteristics of southern California, the 
city of Lo,s Angeles depends on long 
aqueducts to deliver over 85 percent of 
its water supply. It is fitting to note that 
both the Owens Valley aqueduct and 
M'ono Basin aqueduct extension were 
constructed exclusively with city of Los 
Angeles funds. No Federal financial as
sistance was involved. Additionally, in 
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this era of chronic energy shortages, the 
hydroelectric generation facilities of the 
system produce a major portion of the 
energy needs for the city of Los Angeles. 
Because the transmission of water 
through the aqueduct is a gravity sys
tem, the energy production by the aque
duct's hydroelectric generation facilities 
is a completely energy efficient by-prod
uct of the project. Additionally, the op
eration of the entire aqueduct and hy
droelectric system is closely coordinated 
with State and Federal agencies to maxi
mize fish, wildlife, and recreational op
portunities. 

Because much of the rural land in 
California is in Federal ownership, Con
gress in 1906 passed legislation to aid the 
city in gaining the necessary rights-of
way over Federal lands intersected by 
the first aqueduct built to carry water 
from the Owens Valley to Los Angeles. 
Similar legislation was passed to aid the 
metropolitan water district in gaining 
rights-of -way for the construction of the 
Colorado River aqueduct. In June 1936, 
Congress passed additional legislation 
which authorized the sale of certain 
Federal lands to the city of Los Angeles 
for the construction of the Mono Basin 
extension of the Los Angeles Owens River 
aqueduct. H.R. 4938 will repeal the 1936 
act, since the sale of Federal lands to 
the city of Los Angeles is no longer 
necessary, while preserving to the city 
of Los Angeles all of its existing rights.• 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION 
FUND CUT 

HON. ROBERT W. DAVIS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. DAVIS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
it was with disappointment that I 
learned of the adoption by the Interior 
Appropriations Subcommittee of a fund
ing level for the Land and Water Con
servation Fund $159 million below what 
was budgeted for fiscal 1980. 

While I applaud the etforts of the 
subcommittee to contribute to the etfort 
at cutting wasteful spending, I believe 
they have made a mistake in selecting 
this program as one which justifies a 
cut. The Land and Water Conservation 
Fund has proved to be a popular, re
sponsible and successful program and 
is of tremendous importance to local 
units of government. The need for an 
adequate level of funding for the pro
gram cannot be stressed enough. In my 
home State of Michigan, the proposed 
cut would result in a funding level of 
$6.2 million, compared to the current 
level of $12.4 million. Applications for 
the coming year in Michigan total at 
this time $20.5 million. At a period when 
we are all experiencing the etfects of 
inflation and recognizing the fact that 
rising costs extend to construction and 
development projects, one can only de
scribe the effect this cut would have as 
devastating. 

It should be pointed out, also, that 
this program has already experienced a 
cut. The administrations budget request 
represented a proposed funding level for 
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the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
19 percent below the actual fiscal 1979 
level. 

This program is especially important 
to small communities that must work 
within extremely tight budget con
straints. The ability to utilize this source 
of matching funds presents an opportu
nity to these small communities to pro
vide recreational facilities to local resi
dents that are easily accessible, an im
portant point when considering our cur
rent energy situation. 

Perhaps most important of all to me 
is the capacity of this program to encour
age increased employment opportunities. 
In my congressional district which in
cludes counties experiencing an unem
ployment rate of as high as 25 percent, 
the prospect of jobs is our most im
portant priority. The State portion of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund has 
proven to have a much greater impact 
on creating new jobs; when a locality 
commits money and resources to provi
sion of a new recreational area, it also 
commits itself to hiring the personnel 
needed for operating and managing 
these new facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, again let me state my 
support of the intentions of the sub
committee in looking for ways to cut 
back on spending, however this is one 
program that should not be reduced. I 
hope that the Senate provides for a fund
ing level at least equal to the budget 
request and urge House conferees on this 
bill to agree to an adequate level of 
funding for the program.• 

THE LITTLE-KNOWN HISTORY OF 
ATOMIC ACCIDENTS 

HON. TED WEISS 
01' NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATTVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, along with 
several of my colleagues I am today ini
tiating a public information project that 
will offer the most comprehensive avail
able account of the health consequences 
of nuclear research and development in 
our Nation. 

This little-known history of atomic 
accidents will provide a context in which 
Congress and the American people will 
be better able to make informed judg
ments about the future course of atomic 
energy and weaponry. 

Each day throughout the remainder 
of this session of the 96th Congress, I 
or one of my fellow participants in this 
project will introduce into the CoNGREs
siONAL RECORD a detailed. documented 
account of a particular mishap involving 
nuclear materials. This catalo~ of 
atomic accidents, some of which have 
had profound environmental and public 
health consequences, has been compiled 
by Mr. Leo Goodman who has con
sented to share his work with us and 
with the American people. 

Mr. Goodman's survey is the product 
of more than 25 years of painstaking 
research. Each of the incidents is a mat
ter of public record and every one has 
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been checked for authenticity. Sources 
and supporting data are cited in each 
case. 

Many of the accidents Mr. Goodman 
presents went unreported at the time of 
their occurrence. Some were deliberately 
covered up by officials who feared the 
governmental and public response to the 
incidents. Others were initially classified 
as secret and have since been released. 
All have been previously recorded in 
various publications, although several of 
the accidents are discussed in technical 
journals or esoteric works not readily 
available to interested parties. 

Mr. Goodman's work is unique and of 
enormous value in that it catalogs 1n 
one place some 1,400 atomic incidents 
involving radiation contamination. 

As we will see, thousands of people 
have been seriously contaminated as a 
result of these radiation releases. Many 
individuals have died, while an unknown 
number have sutfered debilitating ill
nesses caused by their exposure. Unfortu
nately and quite crucially, there is no 
way of knowing exactly how many per
sons have received these radiation dos
ages, nor is it possible to state with any 
real accuracy how all of these people 
were atfected. 

Because of the shroud of secrecy that 
has cloaked atomic research over the 
past three decades, we will probably 
never know who has developed what 111-
nesses during the course of this 35-year 
undertaking. 

But we will now-at long last-have 
some idea of the extent and frequency of 
atomic accidents and their consequences. 

I believe and hope that publication of 
this little-known history will give us all a 
much deeper understanding of atomic 
fission's awesome potential for destruc
tion and death. We w1lllearn, for exam
ple, that the recent events at ThreP. Mile 
Island were not unprecedented nor even 
particularly unusual. The radiation re
lease there differed from hundreds of 
others compiled by Mr. Goodman only h1 
that it contaminated more people and a 
larger area than has previously been the 
case. 

I hope, too, that many of my colleagues 
and many Americans who have remained 
supportive of or at least neutral toward 
atomic energy development will begin to 
reconsider their position as this chronicle 
unfolds. In any event, I am sure that Mr. 
Goodman's work will spur needed discus
sion of the dangers inherent in our at
tempts to harness the atom for both en
ergy and weaponry purposes. 

Despite his exhaustive research in 
compiling this history, Mr. Goodman 
points out that the record is not yet com
plete. I ask that any of my colleagues or 
any readers of the RECORD who may have 
additional information · about these in
cidents or others contact me. 

Here, then, is the first installment in 
the little-known history of atomic 
accidents: 

(Excerpt) 
ATOMIC ACCIDENT No. 1-MELTING URANIUM 

SPRAYS WORKERS IN DETROrr 

Development of the extruding technique 
for uranium was partly done 1n Detroit, 
where the senior metallurgist of Wolverine 
Tube Company, James F. Shuma.r, wa.s re
cruited for the uranium project by Eel 
Creutz of the Chicago group. The workera 
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at Wolverine never learned exactly what this 
peculiar metal that Schuma.r referred to only 
as "tuba.lloy" was. It sparked so beautifully, 
however, that machinists began taking pieces 
to make fiints for their cigarette lighters. 
When the horrified Schuma.r discovered this, 
he immediately confiscated their highly radio
active runts. 

Nunn has said, "the choice ls between realis
tic preparBition of our conventional forces, in
cluding peacetime registration, or more and 
more reliance on quick use of nuclear weap
ons." 
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United States Code 3204. The text of 
these sections are as follows: 
§ 3202. Penalty mall 

(a.) Subject to the limitations imposed by 
sections 3204 and 3207 of this title, there 

The metallurgists did not know much more 
than the machinists. When Creutz first vis
ited Wolverine, bringing a. uranium billet to 
be extruded, nobody knew what pressure to 
use. After Creutz and Schuma.r had put the 
billet into the container, the press operator 
asked them, "You want me to give it five 
hundred pounds of pressure, or the full seven 
hundred and fifty tons?" 

The two metallurgists hadn't the slightest 
1dP.a. Creutz decided to go down into the 
pit beneath the extrusion press where he 
could observe what happened as the opera
tor gave the uranium billet five hundred 
pounds of pressure. Nothing happened, so the 
operator turned on the full seven hundred 
and fifty tons of pressure, and suddenly 
sparks showered the whole area. as the billet 
shattered into a mlllion pieces. Creutz and 
a helper, their clothes smoking from the 
sparks, stumbled out of the pit. Creutz al
most wept when he realized that the urani
um, which had melted like butter, was lost 
beyond all recovery. "I've spent three weeks 
making that damned thing!" he moaned. 
"Now 111 have to cast another billet and 
come back again." 

Source: "Manhattan Project," by Stephane 
Groeuff, Little, Brown & Co., 1967, pages 
146-7 .• 

REGISTERING FOR THE DRAFT 

HON. GERALD B. H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speal{er, a vi.tal 
issue. which the Congress will soon face 
was. in my opinion. placed in pt'OPPr uer
spective by an editorial in the Washing
ton Star, is the issue of July 30, entitled 
"Reg;stering for the Draft." In view of 
the urgency of this matter to the se~urity 
of our Nation I would like to call it to 
my colleagues' attention. 

The article follows: 
(From the Washington Star, July 30, 1979] 

REGISTERING FOR THE DRAFT 

The recent debate about resuming some 
form of the draft or instituting national 
service has been fitful. The opposition often 
has been virulently rhetorical, wh1le pro
ponents have often presented their case 
clumslly. 

Thoughtful discussion has, however, gone 
on in the interstices, to a. degree that there 
is no need any longer, we think, to defer con
clusion. We must pull our heads from be
neath the blanket. 

To those stlll suffering from extreme post
Vietnam blahs, the possib111 ty of American 
m111tary involvement, anywhere or in any 
degree, is intolerable. If only the world were 
so simple. 

Right now, U.S. Inilita.ry manpower de
ficiencies are so pronounced that we could 
not respond adequately to a national-secu
rity emergency. Senator Nunn does not 
pussy-foot: The Defense Department's pres
ent contingency mob111zation plans is, he 
says, a "hoax." 

Peacetime registration will not, of course, 
make whole a. fia.wed mob111zation plan and 
severely inadequate numbers of trained Re
servists. But a peacetime registration would 
be a constructive approach to shoring up 
these shaky timbers of national defense. 

Representative Montgomery has drafted a 
separate blll that would go beyond registra
tion. It would provide for a partial draft-of 
up to 200,000 men a. year for the Ready Re
serve. These men would serve four to six 
months on active duty and then would be 
subject to active-duty calls for six years. 
Draftees would be chosen from a. no-defer
ment lottery pool and those drafted for the 
Ready Reserve would receive GI educational 
benefits. His proposal would quickly address 
the deficiencies in Reserve units which would 
be a primary resource in an emergency. 

There is nothing wrong with the Montgom
ery bill. But it's more feasible now to begin 
with registration. 

Senator Nunn's proposal has been approved 
by the Armed Services Committee and, under 
a. unanimous consent agreement, wlll become 
the Senate's pending business once the 
House acts on its registration measure. Sena
tor Nunn wants his blll to provide a. forum 
for full public debate on this crucial and sen
sitive matter, and he thinks the timing is 
urgent. He is right on both counts. 

Is the question here-the obligation of a 
citizen to his nation-really as controversial 
among those who would be affected as shrlll 
opponents would have us believe? e 

LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT ON THE 
USE OF PENALTY MAIL ENVE
LOPES 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,,July 30, 1979 

e Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker. on 
occasion, I am sure that the Members 
receive letters from some Federal em
ployees who have used the frank en
velope to voice their opinions on matters 
we are considering or to seek their 
assistance. In responding to their con
stituents, the Member may wish to ad
vise them that they have violated the 
law (18 U.S.C. 1719) in using the pen
alty mail envelope. This law reads as 
follows: 
§ 1719. Franking privilege. 

Pending in the House, as a rider to a weap
ons authorization bill, is a proposal by Reo. 
Sonny Montgomery, D-Ala., that would re
quire registration of all 18-yea.r-old males be
ginning- in January 1981. :rn the Senate, a bill 
sponsored by Sen. Sam Nunn. D-Ga., would 
also require reg:istra.tion, but beginning next 
Janua.rv. Neither is a rtraft bill. The reouire
ment simply would be for those eligible to 
get on the rolls. 

The White House does not want registra
tion and, on Friday, Speaker O'Neill said he 
would support removal of the amendment 
from the weapons bill. 

Whoever makes use ot any official envelope, 
label, or indorsement authorized by law, to 
avoid the payment of postage or relrtstry 
fee on his private letter, -packet, package, 
or other matter in the mall, shaJl be fined 
not moce than $300. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645. 
62 State. 783.) 

may be tra.nsinitted as penalty mall
( 1) oftlctal mail of-
{A) oftlcers of the Government of the 

United States other than Members of Con
gress; 

{B) the Smithsonian Institution· 
(C) the Pan American Union· ' 
(D) the Pa.n Amet1ican Sa.nita.'ry Bureau; 
(E) the United States Employment Service 

a.nd the system of employment oftlces oper
ated by i·t in conforinity with the provisions 
of sections 49-49c, 49d, 49e-49k of title 29, 
and all State employment systems which re
ceive funds appropriated under authority of 
those sections; and 

(F) any college omcer or other person 
connected with the extension department 
of the college as the Secretary of Agriculture 
may designate to the Postal SerVice to the 
extent that the omcia.l mall consists of cor
respondence, bulletins, and reports fOil' the 
furtherance of the purpose of sections 341-
343 and 344-348 of title 7; 

(2) mall relating to naturalizBitlon to be 
sent to the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service by clerks of courts addressed to the 
Department of Justice or the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, or any oftlcia.l 
thereof; 

(3) mall relating to a collection of statts
tics, survey, or census authorized bv title 
13 a.nd addressed to the Department of com
merce or a. bureau or agency thereof; and 

(4) man of State agriculture experiment 
stations pursuant to sections 325 and 361! of 
title 7. 

(b) A department or omcer authorized to 
use penalty covers may enclose them with re
turn address to any person from or through 
whom oftlcla.l information is desired. The 
penalty cover may be used only to transinit 
the omcial information and endorsements 
relating thereto. 

(c) This section does not apply to officers 
who receive a. fixed allowance as compensa
tion for their services including expenses of 
postage. (Amended Pub. L. 94-553, § 2113(e), 
Oct. 19, 1976, 90 Stat. 2599.) 
§ 3204. Restrictions on use of penalty man 

(a.) Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, an omcer, executive department, or 
independent establishment of the Govern
ment of the United States may not mall, as 
penalty man, any article or document 
unless--

( 1) a. request therefor has been previously 
received by the department or establishment; 
or 

(2) its mal11ngs is required by law. 
(b) Subsection (a) of this section does not 

prohibit the ma.111ng, as penalty mail, by an 
oftlcer, executive department, or independent 
agency of-

( 1) enclosures reasonably related to the 
subject matter of official correspondence; 

(2) informational releases relating to the 
census of the United States and authorized 
by title 13; 

(3) matter concerning the sale of Govern
ment securities; 

(4) forms, blanks, and copies of statutes, 
rules, regulations, instructions, Bldministra
tive orders, and interpretations necessary in 
the administration of the department or 
establishment; 

( 5) agricultural bulletins· 
(6) llsts of public documents offered !or 

sale by the Superintendent of Documents; 
(7) announcements of the publication of 

maps, atlases, and statistical and other re
ports offered for sale by the Federal Power 
Cominisslon as authorized by section 825K 
of title 16; or But we think registration is a sensible 

and necessary first step to deallng with a 
Inillta.ry manpower situation that is poten
tially devastating. "In a real sense," Senator 

The proper use of penalty mall is 
discussed in 18 United States Code 3202 
and the restrictions are found 1n 18 

(8) a.rticles or documents to educational 
institutions or public llbraries, or to Federal, 
State, or other public authorities. 
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Because I, too, have received such mail, 
I have sent the following letter to Presi
dent Carter: 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1979. 

Hon. JIMMY CARTER, 
President, The White House, Washtngton, 

D.C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It has been recently 

·brougl·t to my atttntion that the use of pen
alty mail privileges by Federal employees tor 
submitting job applications for vacancy an
nouncem~nts is widespread. 

In my capacity as a member ot the House 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
I believe it may be advisable for you to ar
range a reminder to all Federal departments 
and agencies of the sanctions contained in 
18 U.S.C. 1719 tor the misuse ot penalty mail. 
Such a reminder would be in the best inter
est ot all taxpayers, since they ultimately pay 
the postage of the franked mail sent by Fed
eral agencies. 

With kind regards, 
Sincerely, 

PATRICIA SCHROEDER, 
Congresswoman. 

I hope that the President will send a 
memorandum to his acting top aides on 
this matter. These top officials should 
notify their personnel offices-who would 
see these violations more often-that 
such use of penalty mail is illegal. These 
abuses should be brought to the atten
tion of the top officials, who, in tum, 
should notify the Postal Service and orig
inating agency of the infraction. Viola
mrs should be properly reprimanded and 
this practice should cease. • 

THE "SECRETS" OF THE 
IMMIGRANTS 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I call 
attention of my colleagues to the follow
ing editorial: 

THE "SECRETS'' OF THE IMMIGRANTS 
(By Michael Novak) 

Persons in one ethnic group tend to do 
better than others in specifl.c lines of ac
tivity, often because their own culture has 
for centuries carried with it special cultural 
training, cues, practices and even "secrets." 

For example, in three important categories, 
immigrants from Greece are now ranked one 
or two among all Americans: in ownership 
ot their own businesses; in per capita Income 
and in years ot higher education for their 
children. Like the Jews, Lebanese, Armenians 
and other Mediterranean peoples, the Greeks 
have long shared the culture of merchants 
and traders. 

Fam111es pass on the relevant attitudes, 
disciplines, sklll and methods to their chil
dren. More than that, the !ammes often pro
vide c:1pltal so their children can go into 
business for themselves. 

Indeed, one of the mo<;t important "ethnic 
secrets" of the Greeks might be called "ethnic 
banking." Ethnic banking occurs when, !or 
finance needs one tends to turn rather to 
members of ones family than to banks or 
other public institutions. Famllies are their 
own bankers. 

On the island of Crete, for example, tor 
over 400 years, Greek families were fe.,rful 
of a sudden piratical invasion in which they 
could lose everything. Consequently, many 
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families kept a "burled treasure" somewhere, 
enough capital to get started again. 

Such persons--from many ethnic groups, 
too--loathe having public institutions know 
too much about them. So when relatives 
need capital, the family tends to provide it 
privately. 

Even among workingclass tam111es, mem
bership in a large kinship group can be worth 
thousands ot dollars a year to each individ
ual. One brother-in-law does aluminum 
siding, another is an electrician, a third is 
a roofer. They take care of Jobs for other 
members of the family. Each member family 
benefits. 

Annual income, 1n such circumstances, is 
not merely in dollars. 

A second "ethnic secret" o! many groups 
is the importance of capital !ormation. Self
discipline and rigorous savings are put into 
property and businesses whose capital value, 
over the years, will increase. 

One Greek family in Washington puts the 
entire family to work six days a week, 12 
hours a day, in a tiny restaurant. Other 
restaurants !all, at a high rate. By the end 
o! the year, this family clears $35,000. DI
vided by the labor of two parents and three 
children, one might say they are working 
far too long and far too hard !or an average 
ot $7,000 per year per person. That is barely 
the minimum wage !or an eight-hour day, 
let alone a 12-hour aay. 

But the family sees it differently. The 
family now owns Its own home, too, as well 
as the business. Soon the children wlll be 
buying homes. Within 20 years, this family 
hopes to own a small conglomerate of prop
erties, which will represent a source of cap
ital to each succeeding generation. 0! 
course, being Greek, they also wm tell you, 
with a worried look, that things look pros
perous today, but tomorrow it might all be 
taken away. Pessimism makes their creative 
juices run. 

A third "ethnic secret" consists in attitude. 
Here activism in business is quite different 
!rom activism in politics. A Greek !ather 
to111ng in a restaurant will hear many pa
tronizing remarks, even supposedly humor
ous ethnic slurs, from well-meaning patrons. 
He will swallow his anger and smlle and 
thank the customer. Everytime the customer 
comes back, he will receive a smile. "Don't 
get angry, get even" is the long-range mot
to. Each sight o! such a customer reminds 
the owner: "You think you are better than 
I am now. But one day I w111 buy a house 
better than yours, and my children will go 
to better schools. And your patronage will 
help pay tor it all." 

To succeed in the economic order Is 90 
per cent a matter o! attitude. Learning the 
attitudes that make !or success in economic 
Independence is at least as hard as learning 
those that make !or political independence. 

Economic activism is the natural inher
itance of many ethnic groups, Including the 
ethnic Chinese, the "boat people," who the 
Soviets are callously permitting their North 
Vietnamese clients to push out on the boil
ing sea. May these new lmmlgrants enrich 
America with their skills and their attitudes. 
This is the way to get even.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. DOUGLAS K. BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, because 
my flight back to Washington from a 
weekend in my congressional district was 
unavoidably delayed, I missed part of to
day's proceedings of the House of Repre-
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sentatives. Two rollcall votes occurred 
during my absence. I wish to state for the 
R:i:CORD how I would have voted in each 
instance: 

"Yea" on H.R. 3509, the Safe Drinking 
Water Authorization; "nay" on the mo
tion to table Congressman LUNGREN's res
olution to expel Congressman DIGGS. I 
personally support the resolution to ex
pel Mr. DIGGS and have submitted a 
statement for the RECORD.• 

WHILE THE SLICK SPREADS 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday July 30, 1979 

• Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, the lead 
editorial in Friday's New York Times is 
entitled, "While the Slick Spreads." It 
refers to the oil slicks from the well blow
out in the Gulf of Mexico and the recent 
collision of two supertankers off Trini
dad. Each of these incidents has resulted 
in massive oil spills. . 

The editorial highlights the fact that 
we have delayed too long in acting to 
minimize oil spills and in providing a 
system for compensation and cleanup. 
The subject has been extensively re
searched, studied, and analyzed. I have 
devoted a great deal of my time in three 
Congresses to it. The bill I introduced in 
this Congress, H.R. 85, would effectively 
deal with the problem. It is the Compre
hensive Oil Pollution and Compensation 
Act referred to in the Times editorial. It 
has wide support. 

Now is the time to act. I urge my col
leagues to aid me in moving forward with 
this legislation as soon as possible. Why 
should we wait for more tankers to col
lide and more oil to be spilled? 

The editorial follows: 
WHILE THE SLICK SPREADS 

The highest price the world pays for its 
reliance on petroleum may turn out to be the 
environmental damage caused by oil spllls. 
A new record is almost certain to be set this 
year tor the amount o! oil disgorged Into the 
seas through spills, blowouts and tanker col
lisions. And while the slick spreads, remedial 
legislation languishes In Congress. 

Plain bad luck may account !or Mexico's 
inab111ty to cap an offshore oil well near the 
Yucatan that has been gushing as many as 
1.2 m1llion gallons a day Into the Gulf of 
Mexico. But luck cannot be blamed !or the 
succession of five tanker collisions in three 
months in the Caribbean, the North Atlantic 
and Delaware Bay. The worst of these took 
place last week when two supertankers carry
Ing well over 2 million barrels of crude 
smashed into each other during heavy rains 
east of the island of Tobago. 

Why do such accidents recur? However bad 
the storm or dense the fog, modern super
tankers are equipped with advanced naviga
tional aids and san in well-charted waters. 
Size and design have little to do with tanker 
colllslons. Earller disasters, llke the 1976 
wreck of the Argo Merchant on Nantucket 
ahoals, were attributed to safety deficiencies 
on aging ships. But Congress has now em
powered the Coast Guard to inspect tankers 
that travel in American waters for com
pliance with safety codes. 

Tanker collisions invariably resUlt from 
carelessness and misjudgment. Seafaring na
tions moved belatedly last year to estab11sh 
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international standards for seamanship that 
would specify the training and experience 
needed for each grade in the merchant 
ma.rine. The accord they reached, however, 
will not become binding until it is ratified by 
25 nations, and the United States Senate 
has yet to consider it. 

Meanwhile, under United States law, the 
Coast Guard can pass upon the quality of 
seamanship on American-manned vessels 
and, a.s 1980, wm be able to appraise stand
ards on every oil tanker using American 
waters. The Coast Guard wants to evaluate 
the training procedures of foreign fleets, but 
at the moment it is st111 grappling with the 
job of translating thetr training manuals into 
English. 

Yet there are more immediate steps Wash
ington can take. A big one would be to create 
real incentives for oil companies and shippers 
to improve the quality of crews and seaman
ship. A powerful way to do that would be 
to increase 11abi11ty for damage caused by 
deep-water spillages. That is the intent of 
the proposed Comprehensive Oil Pollution 
and Compensation Act, a measure-backed 
by the Administration-that would make 
companies pay up to $30 m1llion in damages 
when spills pollute American waters. A Fed
eral revolving fund of $200 million would 
be available for additional compensation, the 
money deriving from a three-cent-a.-barrel 
assessment on imported oil. 

Environmentalists sought a toug'tler meas
ure, and the compromise means that con
sumers would share in paying the bills. But 
the cost would come out to a pittance per 
gallon and would help provide prudent in
surance against these all-too-likely dlss.s
ters. Some 700 supertankers are now in 
service, and oil shipments are at a record 
level. A similar 11abi11ty measure was intro
duced in the last Congress but ended. a.s un
finished business. How much more oil must 
be spllled, how many more ships must collide, 
before Congress moves?e 

RABBI AND REBITZEN SIMCHA 
WASSERMAN 

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, Rabbi 
Simcha Wasserman's name is associated 
with the development of yeshivas in Eu
rope and America, as well as wartime and 
post-war rescue activities. 

Rabbi Simcha Wasserman is the son 
o.f the late sage, scholar, and martyr, 
Rabbi Elchonon Wasserman, of blessed 
memory. T~1is great leader of Lithuanian 
Jewry knowingly sacrificed his life dur
ing the holocaust in the service of God 
and His Holy Torah. His son, Rabbi 
Simcha Wasserman, has carried on the 
tradition of selfless dedication. 

Founded by Rabbi Wasserman in 1952, 
the West Coast Talmudical Seminary i.s 
from high school through a Beis Hame
dro~h progra..m and combines quality 
Jewish and secular teaching. 

Rabbi Wasserman was born in Poland. 
ordained in 1929, and ouickly earned a 
high place among the Talmudical schol
ars of Europe. 

In 1933, he embarked on his lifelong 
pioneering task of establishing new ye
shivahs, first in France, and after his 
wartime el';cape to the United States in 
Spring Valley and Washington Heights, 
New York and Detroit. 
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His organizational talents turned from 
the classroom to the postwar surviving 
remnant of European Jewry during and 
after the war. He helped found the Vaad 
Hazala, the rescue organization for Eu
ropean Jews set up by the American or
thodox community. 

In 1946, as officer for UNRRA <United 
Nations Relief ad Rehabilitation Admin
istration), he worked together with top 
FTench Government leaders to aid the 
Jews fleeing Russia and Poland to reach 
haven in Palestine and the United States. 

Characteristically, Rabbi Wasserman 
set up a string of yeshivahs in transit at 
that time. 

In 1953, he answered a call to establish 
the West Coast Talmudical Seminary, 
thus opening an era of Torah education 
in this part of the country. 

The new Yeshiva Ohr Elchonon in 
Jerusalem is the present recipient of his 
intense involvement. 

In all of Rabbi Wasserman's challeng
ing endeavors he has had at his side, 
since 1930, his illustrious wife Rebitzen 
Fanny Wasserman. Mrs. Wasserman is 
the descendant of one of Jewry's most 
illustrious families. Her father, the late 
Chief Rabbi of Navaridok, is the famed 
author of an authoritative commentary 
on the Jerusalem Talmud. Mrs. Wasser
man has been not only the proverbial 
"Woman of Valor" to her husband, but 
has also pursued her own fruitful career 
as a Torah educator and community 
leader. 

I ask my congressional colleagues to 
join me in thanking Rabbi and Mrs. 
Simcha Wasserman for all they have 
contributed during their many years in 
the United States. I ask also that the fel
low Members join me in wishing Rabbi 
and Mrs. Wasserman great success in 
their new undertakings in Israel.e 

TAXPAYERS LITIGATION AND 
EQUITY AWARD ACT OF 1979 

HON. MIKE LOWRY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. LOWRY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
privileged today to introduce the "Tax
payers' Litigation and Equity Award Act 
of 1979." 

As, Americans, we are proud that we 
are a Nation governed by laws. And, we 
are proud that our tax system, so neces
sary to support the justifiable aims of 
Government, is one that usually func
tions without seizures or impoundments 
though dependent upon the willingness 
to pay of those taxed. 

But, in recent year.s . while disenchqnt
ment with Government i..~ general has 
grown, disenchantment with the tax 
system has, in many instances, become 
angry resentment. 

Unfortunately, most taxpayers, when 
they are confronted with an audit, are 
both reluctant and helpless to challenge 
a finding, even when the law would up
hold their point of view. Applying their 
rights has in many cases become too ex
pensive for the average American, par
ticularly when he/she must ./litigate 
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against the seemingly unlimited re
sources and expertise of the U.S. Govern
ment, and particularly when the costs of 
contesting ms claims quickly exceeds 
the amount of tax in dispute. Most per
sons do not have the staying power of 
two of my constituents, Phil and Sue 
Long, who successfully have represented 
themselves nine times, only resorting to 
hired counsel in the last round before the 
Ninth Circuit Court. <Please see attach
ment.> 

The legislation which I am introduc
ing today is intended as a step toward 
restoring confidence in the tax system. 
It would allow any taxpayer who pre
vailed in an administrative appeal or in 
a judicial proceeding to recover the costs 
of litigation including any administra
tive appeals. Those taxpayers who 
thought it reasonable that they might 
prevail, could now challenge with the 
expectation that the remedy for their 
wrong would not result in only a oyrrhic 
victory, a victory which cost more to liti
gate than it was originally worth in tax 
recovery. 

This bill, in mo3t instances, provides 
for a limit on legal fees and a limit for 
hourly rates paid. The exception is 
those cases where the Government un
reasonably focuses its vast resources in 
litigating an issue against a litigant of 
unequal bargaining power. In that in
stance, the taxpayer, if his assets are 
below a certain amount, may recover 
fees equivalent to that amount which 
the Government has spent. If there is a 
determins.tion that the Government has 
acted unreasonably, the award comes 
out of ms· appropriation. 

The legislation also requires a report 
by the Commissioner of ffiS, by the ap
propriate officer of the Tax Court, and by 
the Director of the Administrative Office 
of the U.S. Courts on the number of ap
peals and the number of awards to pre
vailing parties. 

The report will allow an evaluation as 
to the effect of the legislation so that the 
decision required by its sunset clause 
may be made in an informed manner. 
The reporting provision will also allow 
Congress to keep track of whether the 
ms as an Agency is making responsible 
decisions as to when to litigate, respon
sible not just in the sense of wringing 
more money from an already harassed 
taxpayer, but more reasonable in that 
it is more just. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like to 
emphasize that the imbalance between 
the bureaucracy and the power of the 
average American taxpayer must be re
dressed. Those individual citizens of 
moderate income who bear the brunt of 
the taxes of this Nation must be able to 
check arbitrary Agency actions by con
testing them. 

Through the device of shifting the fees 
to the prevailing individual taxpayers, 
this legislation will improve our citizens 
access to courts and administrative pro
ceedings. It will encourage them to vin
dicate their rights and not to acquiesce 
in a ruling which they believe to be 
arbitary, misguided, or unfair. And, it 
will, I hope, make the tax structure more 
responsible in its exercise of power. 
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The attachment follows: 
[From the washington Star, July 21, 1979] 
COUPLE WIN Suxr, INTENSIFY IRS DATA BATTLE 

{By E. Edward Stephens) 
Susan B. Long and her husbar..d, Phil1p 

H., of Bellevue, Wash., on May 2 won a unani
mous decision in the 9th Circuit U.S. Court 
of Appeals at San Francisco. This "freedom 
of information" decision is so important that 
on July 6, the Internal Revenue Service asked 
for a rehearing by the full court. 

Three days later Stephen K. Strong, Seattle 
lawyer for the Longs, filed a motion to strike 
down "the numerous false assertions of fact" 
stated iu the rehearing petition. The motion 
and petition now are under consideration by 
the court. 

Trouble started when Sue and Phil, as the 
Longs are widely known, invoked the Free
dom of Information Act, asking IRS officials 
in Washington to let them examine all the 
information IRS had compiled in Phases 2, 
3 and 4 of its Taxpayer Compliance Measure
ment Program, launched in 1962. TCMP is 
a continuing series of statistical studies on 
a national scale designed to measure the 
level of compliance by American taxpayers 
with federal tax laws. 

When IRS officials flatly refused to let the 
Longs see any part of the TCMP documents, 
Sue and Phil hauled them into the U.S. Dis
trict Court lin Seattle. 

As a result of this suit, they won access to 
TCMP statistics. But District Judge Walter 
T. McGovern held that IRS could not be com
pelled, under Freedom of Information, to 
disclose computer tapes and check sheets 
on which the statistics are based. 

McGovern's primary reason for so holding 
was this: IRS officials had submitted to him 
sworn statements explaining that an of the 
tapes contained individual taxpayer identi
ties, all of which would have to be removed 
by IRS before the Longs could see the tapes. 
The judge concluded that removal of the 
identification would be too burdensome. 

It looked as if IRS had won the case. But 
Sue was later amazed to discover that the 
sworn statements of the IRS officials were 
false. 

The truth is the original tapes made by 
IRS did contain taxpayer identities. But 
IRS had routinely and regularly made copies 
without such identifying information, and 
the3e copies were secretly in IRS's possession 
when the Longs were asking for the tapes. 

Sue and Phil appealed to the 9th Circuit 
Court of Appeals, where Sue lost no time in 
revealing the truth. She demonstrated what 
the Longs always had emphasized-that they 
did not want to identify taxpayers. 

She made it crystal clear that she and Phil 
would very seldom need to see check sheets, 
which did contain taxpayer identity infor
mation. She explained that it would be very 
easy for IRS to remove such identity data in 
the few instances when they might call for 
particular check sheet&. 

Not surprisingly, the three-judge circuit 
court reversed the district judge's decision 
and remanded the case to McGovern for a.p
propriate action. Circuit Judge Anthony M. 
Kennedy's opinion doesn't mention the false 
affidavits. But, Sue said, the proof is in the 
record for anyone who wants to check. 

Apparently irritated, the circuit court left 
no room for IRS officials to wriggle through 
the net. The court held that, even if it had 
been necessary for IRS to remove taxpayer 
identity information from the tapes, t:!:lis 
would not have been sufficient ground for 
withholding the tapes and check sheets. 

Sue and Phil Long are formidable foes. 
This is the ninth time they have beaten IRS 
in freedom of information cases, and it's the 
first time they've been represented by coun
sel.e 
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STATEMENT CONCERNING THE PAL
ESTINIANS AND EGYPT-ISRAEL 
NEGOTIATIONS 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, 
earlier this year, I had the honor of ad
dressing the national executive commit
tee of the Zionist Organization of Amer
ica in Chicago. During the meeting, 
Mr. Alleck A. Resnick, chairman of the 
executive committee, issued a statement 
concerning the Palestinians and the 
Egypt-Israel negotiations. The state
ment was made in response to an an
nouncement by Secretary of State Cyrus 
Vance stating U.S. policy on the negotia
tions. I do not believe that the United 
States should attempt to impose a solu
tion. We should insist on face-to-face 
negotiations without preconditions. This 
country can serve the parties best by 
providing our good offices for mediation. 
Those principles are embodied in Mr. 
Resnick's statement, which follows. 

STATEMENT BY ZIONIST ORGANIZATION OF 
AMERICA 

The president of the Zionist Organiza
tion of America, Ivan J. Novick, and Alleck 
A. Resnick, Chairman of its National Execu
tive Committee, meeting in Chicago, May 
27th, issued the following statement, in re
sponse to the announcement made by Sec
retary of State Vance regarding the Pales
tinians and forthcoming Egypt-Israel ne
gotiations: 

1. The Carter Administration has now pub
licly made clear that it is prepared to take 
a position relative to the Palestinians more 
far-reaching than previous Administrations. 
The statement made by Secretary of State 
Vance, directly and by implication, repeats 
the invitation for the terrorist PLO to par
ticipate in the negotiations between Egypt 
and Israel. 

This is contrary to the spirit of Camp 
David, where it was decided that these sensi
tive issues wlll be carefully and cautiously 
negotiated during a five-year period. 

The statements by Vance are an, ill-con
ceived, unwarranted and counterproductive 
intrusion by the United Sta.tes that could 
severely jeopardize the possibilities for the 
continuation of the reace process. 

2. The statements by the American Secre
tary of State violate the often repeated assur
ances by President Carter that the Admin
istration will maintain objectivity and im
partiality. Only Egypt and Israel, conducting 
negotiations together and directly, without 
outside interference, can achieve peace. Un
fortunately, the statements' by Secretary 
Vance place the power, prestige and influence 
of the United States squarely on the side of 
Egypt. Therefore the negotia.ting stage is 
heavily weighted against Israel at the very 
start of the negotiations. 

3. By giving outright support to the de
mands of the PLO, the Secretary has deprived 
the U.S. of its role as mediator and has 
turned itself into an ally of the Arab rejec
tionist front thereby undermining its ally 
Israel and to a. great extent President Sa.d81t. 

4. Although Mr. va.ru::e represents the Ad
ministration, we raise serious questions of 
this trend towards accommodation of the 
PLO truly represents the best interest of our 
nation or in effect is even supported by the 
American people. 

The issues pertaining to Judea., Samaria 
and Gaza are directly related to the integrity 
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o:f Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. There
fore, it is not only Israel which is confronted 
with the Administration's stance, but every 
Jew throughout the world is thereby chal
lenged. 

We question if the future of the Jewish 
nation, as well as the :future of all the Jew
ish people, should be decided for all time 
by the wlll and judgment o:f a. solitary in
dividual, be he the President of the Unired 
States or the Secretary of State. We must 
ask if the judgment 1s proven incorrect, how 
will Israel and the Jewish people regain 
what ha.s been taken away from them and 
which cannot be retrieved. 

5. The Zionist Organization of America, 
which for 81 years has been in the fore
front of the struggle for Zionism and for 
the establishment of the Jewish State fifty 
years before its birth, meeting in executive 
session in Chicago, calls upon the Presi
dent of the United States to make clear that 
it will not pressure Israel to accept a PLO 
state-now, or in the future. 

We call upon Israel's friends in the Con
gress of the United States, the American 
people and all people of goodwill everywhere 
to recognize the inadvisability of pressuring 
Israel to make concessions directly detri
mental to its future and equally dangerous 
to America's own position in the Middle East. 

The Zionist Organization of America. calls 
upon the American J.ewish community now, 
to voice its unalterable rejection of present 
Mic!dle East policy and end this appease
ment o:f the enemies of the United States 
and of Israel. The United States should live 
up to its commitment not to impose solu
tions, and reaffirm traditional American 
morallty by rejecting the terrorist PLO, thus 
allowing Egypt and Israel to negotiate their 
own future.e 

A LIQUEFACTION PLANT SYMBOL
IZES PROBLEMS 

HON. JOHN P. HAMMERSCHMIDT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

0 Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to invite my colleagues to 
take a close look at an article which ap
x:eared in Sunday's Washington Pust, by 
Jerry Knight, entitled "A Liquefaction 
Plant Symbolizes Problems." While I 
have supported the initial legislative ef
fort in the House to develop synthetic 
fuel pilot programs I believe it incum
bent on all of us to constantly monitor 
all views available on this very expensive 
proi:osal. The text of the article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 29, 1979] 
A LIQUEFACTION PLANT SYMBOLIZES PROBLEMS 

(By Jerry Knight) 
Outside Cattletsburg, Ky., where moun

tains of coal loom over a forest of oil refiner
ies, construction workers are forging a stain
less steel link between America's mcst abun
dant energy resource and the nation's most 
critical energy need. 

In a few months, coal from the Appalach
ian mounta.ins will be dumped into one end 
of that link-a. $200 million chemistry set
and oil will flow out the other end into a 
nearby refinery. 

Making oil from coal is the heart of Presi
dent Carter's synthetic fuels program, and 
the Cattletsburg complex will be the biggest 
coal liquefaction plant in America. It is de
signed to turn 250 tons o:f coal a day into 625 



21378 
barrels of "syncrude" that can be refined 
inLo gasoline and heating on. 

Cattletsburg's 625 barrels of synthetic oil 
will ma.ke barely enough gasoline to supply 
a single service station, let alone contribute 
significantly to the President's goal of pro
ducing 1 million to 1.5 million barrels of 
coal-derived synfuels a day by 1990. 

The Cattletsburg coalllquefaction plant is 
symbolic of how far the naLion has to go to 
meet the president's target of energy inde
pendence. It also is symbolic of the obstacles 
that are faced-it is at least a year behind 
schedule and is costing nearly four times as 
much as expected. 

"If you look at the growing pains of the 
whole national energy situation, you'll see 
what happened in this development," say 
Bronek Dutkiewicz, who is in charge of com
mercializing the coal-to-oil conversion proc
ess patented by Hydrocarbon Research Inc., a 
subsidiary of Dynalectron Inc., of McLean. 

Known as "H-coal" Dynalectron's process 
was developed by Hydrocarbon Research sci
entists and tested in three laboratory-size 
p!lot plants at Trenton, N.J., for more than 
10 years before the Department of Energy 
agreed to finance the "scale up" project in 
Kentucky with Ashland Oil and half a 
dozen other companies as partners. 

Since the project was started, the DOE 
has changed its objectives several times, has 
switched project managers twice and has 
picked up the tab for more than $135 mil
lion of cost overruns. 

Though the Cattletsburg plant has yet to 
squeeze its first drop of oil !rom a lump of 
coal, Dynalectron and some of its partners 
already are asking the federal government to 
provide $7 m1llion in planning money for a 
full-scale commercial plant, a 50,000-barrel
a-day facility that will cost upwards of $2 
billion. 

Thirty or 40 similar-sized synfuel factories 
will have to be built in the next decade to 
achieve the president's energy independence 
goal. 

Dynalectron's H-coal process is one of five 
coal liquefication techniques that are strug
gling toward commercialization, and the coal 
liquids industry is but one of the alternative 
energy businesses that wm need to be cre
ated under Carter's plan. 

To eliminate the need !or 2.5 million bar
rels of imported oil a day by 1990, the presi
dent proposes producing the equivalent of 
1 million to 1.5 million barrels of oil !rom 
coal liquids and coal gasification-making a 
natural gas substitute !rom coal. 

Another 400,000 million barrels a day 
would come from the infant oil shale indus
try under the White House plan, and about 
100,000 barrels a day from a virtually-non
existent "biomass" business under which 
crops would be cooked into alcohol and other 
fuels. 

Carter also is counting on replacing half 
a million to a million barrels of oil a day 
with natural gas from sources that cannot 
be tapped with today's production methods 
and with using solar collectors, windm1lls, 
co-generation plants and a host of other 
nascent technologies to "back out oil." 

Achieving energy independence will require 
creation of a whole new alternative energy 
industry, a business as big as nuclear power 
or aerospace. 

To a great extent the new energy industry 
will be the same old energy industry. In the 
emerging coal liquefactions field, Dynalec
tron's competitors include Exxon, Mobil, 
Gulf and the Government of South Africa. 
Virtually every major oil and energy com
pany already owns a piece of the rock that 
one day may reulace conventional oil as 
America's chief fuel. 

At least four other methods of converting 
coal to liquid fuels are roughly the same 
distance from commercial feasibility as H
coal; they work on paper, they produce oil 
a barrel or two at a time in the laboratory; 
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they appear to be economically eligible for 
full-scale testing. 

T i-e five processes are rivals, but not com
petitors, DOE omcials insist. It is possible
likely if the president's accelerated energy 
independence program is adopted-that full
scale commercial plants w111 be built using 
all five technologies. Development of all five 
processes is proceeding simultaneously. 

Exxon-the world's largest corporation
has invested heavily in a process called 
Exxon Donar Solvent and later this year will 
open a federally financed synthetic fuel plant 
about the same size as Cattletsburg's at Bay
town, Tex. 

Exxon's EDS process is chemically similar 
to Gulf's Solvent Refined Coal, which is 
known as the SRC II process because Gulf 
is already into the second generation of its 
de-·elopment. Gulf runs what is currently the 
biggest coal liqui!action plant in the na
tion, converting 30 tons a day into oil at a 
research facility outside Tacoma, Wash. 

By the end of July, Gulf wlll complete a 
DOE contract for Phase Zero-the planning
of the nation's firc;t full-scale coal liquifica
tion plant which Gulf hopes to build at Mor
gantown, W. Va. DOE approval of that project 
could come this !all. 

The South Africans are the world leaders 
in synfuel production. regularlv nl."oducing 
20,000 barrels a day. But their SASOL proc
ess-being pushed in this country by Fluor 
Corn.-has political, technical and economic 
problems. 

Mo"!:>il has yet to get its M-gasollne process 
out of the laboratory stage, but may be able 
to scale up faster than the others becaus~ 85 
to 90 percent of the M-gasoline system uses 
off-the-shelf equipment already proved in 
commercial use. 

Scale-up is the name of the game in syn
fuels. The trick is to take a nrocess that 
works in the laboratory or small pilot plant 
and do it in a big enough way to make it 
econc.mically f~asible. That can require 
building a plant 50,000 times bigger than a 
laboratory demonstration unit--the equiva
lent of going from building lifeboats to 
building an ocean liner. 

But along with efficiencies come risks. Tiny 
amounts of coal ash that cause no problems 
in a laboratory coal-to-oil process can clog 
filters and shut down a 50,000-barrel-a-day 
plant. Microp.ollutants unnoticed when they 
leak from a one-ten-a-day coal cooker can 
be an ecological disaster in a full-scale plant. 
Under hundrc:ds of pounds of pressure and 
intense heat, valves break, 8-inch-thick 
stainless steel tanks corrode and computer 
models prove useless. 

Environmental and health questions also 
are being answered by the pilot plant opera
tions, where workers are mont tared closely 
for long-term and short-term medical prob
lems. Virtually all coal liquid productc; are 
toxic, most of them more toxic than ordinary 
petroleum products, and many coal liquid 
products-including fuel oils produced !rom 
coal-are known cancer-causing agents. The 
danger to production workers is not yet 
known. 

"The only wav you learn these thini?R is to 
build a full-scale plant and run it," said 
Dynaelectro!l's Dutkiewicz. But, he added, 
"The risks are too great for even the largest 
coroorations to do 1;hat with their own 
money." 

Carter's plan calls for the government to 
take the risk of building the first two or three 
plants and for private enterprise to put up 
the rest with some sort of government financ
ing. A number of federal subsidies are under 
consideration in Congress, ranging from loan 
guarantees to government contracts to pur
chase eynfuels at a premium above petroleum 
prices to accelerated depreciation and tax 
credits for synfuel investments. 

The money would come from the presi
dent's windfall proS.ts tax on the oil com
panies, which would finance the president's 
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"moral equivalent of war" to launch the 
synfuels industry by 1990. 

Ironically the government program to pro
tect against the risks of launching a new 
synfuels industry may also exaggerate those 
risks, warns a Rand Corp. study. Jumping 
directly from the laboratory to full-scale 
plants in a crash program requires plant con
struction to start before designs are com
pleted, before environmental rules are writ
ten, before all the contengencies have been 
accounted for, the Rand study said. 

Those factors are part of why first-gen
eration energy facilities have proved to 
cost an average of 2.5 times as much as esti
mated and why several multi-million-dol
lar projects have been built and abandoned 
because they did not work, Rand warned. 

"For government officials, cost growth has 
made (research and development) decisions 
difficult, has increased the uncertainty in 
supply planning and has hampered commer
cialization," Rand said. If cost estimates of 
coal liquification plants prove to be as far 
off as the Rand study suggested, plants ex
pected to cost $2 billion could cost upwards 
of $5 blllion, and the contention that syn
thetic fuels can compete with imported oil 
would prove false. 

Until Carter launched his crash program 
to develop alternatives to oil earlier this 
month, the DOE was scaling up its coal con
version projects in steps, providing funds 
for a sequence of increasingly larger plants
with daily outputs of one, 20, 250 and 10,000 
tons-gradually approaching commercls.l 
scale. 

DOE analysts say it isn't necesary to build 
that sequence of plants for each of the five 
promising coal llquification processes be
cause many technical problems are common 
to all the processes, permitting much leap
frogging. 

Intermediate-size plants like the Cattlets
burg H-coal facility and Exxon's Baytown 
EDS !acillty, both utillzing some commer
cial-scale components, can answer many of 
the engineering problems, but they can pro
vide only clues about the most difficult ques
tion, and the greatest risk-the cost of 
producing synthetic fuels. 

The price of the product that will flow 
from Exxon's plant "isn't a relevant ques
tion," a corporate spokesman said. "That's 
not what we expect to learn there." 

The most recent estimate of how much 
synthetic fuels will cost to make was issued 
this month by the Engineering Societies 
CommiEsion on Energy (ESCOE), which has 
made a series of studies of alternative energy 
technologies. 

Because the various processes turn out 
different products-gasoline, natural gas, 
boiler fuel and others-the engineering 
study estimated how much it would cost to 
produce 1 million BTUs of energy by each 
process: $3.58 from H-coal, $3.62 with Gulf's 
SRC-II, $3.96 via Exxon's EDS, $4.84 via 
Mobil's M-gasollne and $4.99 by the Fischer
Tropsch process used in South Africa. 

Those prices are competitive with an 
equivalent amount of energy from a barrel 
of imported oil, which yields 5.8 million 
BTUs and costs $20 to $24 delivered in the 
u.s. 

But spokesmen for the companies involved 
in building coal liquefaction plants are 
skeptical of those estimates, calling them 
lower than their own estimates of synfuel 
costs, which range from $25 to $35 a barrel. 

DOE analysts point out that the price of 
an equivalent amount of energy may not be 
the right question to ask when comparing 
synfuels processes because the products of 
some processes are in greater demand than 
the output of others. 

The competing coal liquids processes yield 
varying quantities and qualities of products. 

Technically the Exxon, Gulf and Dynalec
tron procesEes are known as direct coal lique
faction; Mobil and South Africa use indirect 
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liquefaction, first turning the solid coal into 
a gas, then convertiag the gas into a liquid. 

Eaon and Gulf dissolve finely powdered 
coal in a liquid solvent, then process it to 
add more hydrogen to the coal, converting 
it to a liquid. 'J.'he blg difference between 
the two processes is the solvent used; each 
has its own patented product. 

Mobil conte::J.ds M-gasoline can be com
mercialized more quickly than the others be
cause only the final step involves new tech
nology. A DOE study of where to locate syn
fuel plants assumes that indirect liquefac
tion plants will be built first, but only a 
couple of years ahead of direct liquefaction. 

Conoco (Continental Oil Co.) advocates 
short-cutting the M-gasoline process and 
simply converting coal into methanol on a 
large-scale basis. Methanol, or methyl alco
hol, can be burned directly as a fuel in 
powerplants or internal combustion engines, 
although both require modification. 

Conoco officials say methanol is a highly 
desirable substitute for imported oil in 
urban powerplants because it is clean
burning, and the company is promoting the 
fuel for use in California where pollution 
regulations rule out burning coal. 

The ESCOE synfuels evaluation concludes 
that, on cost factors alone, the South African 
process "has a severe disadvantage." Among 
the others, the engineering analysis said, 
"The choice of fuel process depends strongly 
on the desired products. 

"The M-gasoline process appears both 
competitive and relatively free of process 
risk. If industrial boiler fuel (to replace oil 
!or powerplants) is the needed fuel, the 
H-coal, EDS, or SRC are all serious con
tenders." e 

ENERGY NEEDS AND LESSONS 
LEARNED 

HON. JOHN W. JENRETTE, JR. 
OF SOUTH CAR OLIN A 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATrvES 

Monday •. July 30, 1979 

• Mr. JENRETTE. Mr. Speaker, as we 
all know, the recent incident at the 
Three Mile Island nuclear plant in Penn
sylvania has cast a shadow over the 
future of nuclear power in this country. 
Because my home State of South Caro
lina has been a leader in the nuclear 
industry, and will soon be dependent 
upon nuclear power for some 50 percent 
of its energy needs, I have taken a strong 
interest in the subject. I have followed 
the work of the Kemeny Commission 
and developments in the analysis of 
Three Mile Island with care. 

One of the best discussions of the 
subject I have seen is an article by Dr. 
Jim Colby of the Allied Chemical Cor
poration, which appeared in the May
June issue of the Morris Today news
pauer in New Jersey. In Dr. Colby's 
opinion, the lessons we will learn from 
the incident at Three Mile Island will 
be "invaluable in reducing the possibility 
of future occurrences." And he concludes 
that, even in an incident as serious as 
this one, "the back-uo svstf'ms worked 
desoite a number of failures." In short. 
this incidP.nt does not demonstrate that 
nuclear power is unsafe. 

And it is as evident to me as it is to 
Dr. Colby that we must start a program 
to build a new energy base in this coun
try now . ..And while the future of the 
nuclear option appears cloudy, it is clear 
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to us that it must be a significant and 
growing part of that base. 

At this point I would like to include 
Dr. Colby's remarks in the RECORD so 
my colleagues will also have the benefit 
of his views. 

THE NUCLEAR ENERGY ALTERNATIVE 

(By L. J. Colby, Jr.) 
The events that took pla.ce at Three Mile 

Island at the end of March clearly brought 
to the forefront the fears, the genuine con
cerns and the emotional issues which sur
round nuclear energy. 

The concerns over nuclear energy are 
very real. There is no question that risks 
come with benefits no matter what form o! 
energy we choose. The major problem with 
nuclear energy is that it is grossly mis
understocd. Radiation is not detectable 
by our natural senses but is detectable at 
extremely low levels by modern instrumen
tation. It often is believed that radiation 
from a nuclear plant is harmful no matter 
how long the level, whereas radiation from 
cosmic rays, mineral deposits, medical X
rays, coal-fired plants and other sources to 
which we are all exposed day in and day out 
is somehow acceptable. This simply is not 
the case. Radiation from different sources 
cause about the same effects. It ts the level 
of radiation that is important. With respect 
to the Three Mile Island accident, the max
imum radiation exposure to the general 
public near the plant was less than the 
natural background radiation received by 
those individuals during a 30 day period. It 
was about equal to a chest X-ray or long 
airplane ride. 

The concern, therefore, should be focused 
on the real risks associated with a major 
accident, the expected damage from such 
an accident, the benefits from reliable elec
tric power, a comparison of risks from alter
native choices, and comparison o! actual 
risks to date from each of the energy alter
natives. When all these issues are weighed 
clearly and objectively, the answer is quite 
clear that the risks o! nuclear energy are 
substantially less than the risks of any other 
source of electrical energy other than 
possibly natural gas flowing t·rom the well to 
a power station. The risks for natural gas 
increase substantially when importation of 
liquid natural gas (LNG) is required. 

LESSONS INVALUABLE 

The lessons from Three Mile Island will be 
invaluable in reducing the possibility of 
future occurrences. Changes in equipment 
design, instrumentation, regulation, operat
ing procedures, information dissemination 
and Federal Government capabllities will 
likely all occur to insure increased safety 
for the general public. The fact is that even 
with a serious incident at Three Mile Island, 
the back-up systems worked despite anum
ber of !allures. The bottom line is that no 
one outside the plant was hurt. The nuclear 
industry is safe and continues to strive for 
improved safety, reduction of risk and un
derstanding of its benefits. 

The importance of nuclear energy to the 
United States can be summarized with a 
few staltistics. Today about 13 percent Oif the 
nation's electrical energy comes from 72 nu
clear power plants. In the Northeast, one 
third of all electricity oa.me from nuclear 
reactors during 1978. A recent peak electrical 
load in February, 1979, was filled by 42 per
cent nuclear energy again for the Northeast 
region. 

The use of oil to produce electricity and 
heat homes must be reduced if the United 
States is gonig to remain a world power, in
dependent Oif the whimc; of others such as 
OPEC. One of the United States' greatest 
strengths has been its energy independence 
and abundance. Today we are facing a great 
threat to our energy abundance. We lost our 
energy independence about five years ago! 

A deliberate program to build a new sound 
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energy base in the United States must be in
stituted now. 'Ihe conservation path and the 
pursuit of only soft technolcgie.s such as so
lar, geothermal, and wind, is very appealing
especially t;o those who pursue primarily 
dreams, idealization and avoid reality, 

Fortunately, the free enterprise system stm 
survive3 and is based on reality and the facts 
of lLfe. 

FUELING OPTIONS 

During the next 20 to 25 years, the options 
for fueling our power plants are primarily 
oil, coa.l and nuclea.r. If we are to regain our 
energy abundance, as well as independence, 
then coal and nuclear should be relied upon 
for essentially all new generating plants. 
However, the order books for new power 
plants, coal or nuclear, are stagnant due to 
a very high degree of uncertainty unique to 
each o! these energy sources. 

The growth of nuclear power certa-inly is 
in question. The Department of Energy be
lieves that the United States should have 
about 25 percent of its electrical needs filled 
by nuclear by the year 2000. Depending on 
the growth in total electrical demand, that 
oould represent a 5 or 6 fold increase in the 
number o! nuclear reactors currently oper
ating. It should also be noted that the 
Carter Administration views nuclear power 
as "the energy source of last resort", and 
therefore, projections generally are made on 
the basis of minimizing nuclear energy while 
maximizing coal and conservation. In the 
past, the nuclear industry was moving to a 
position wherein it could build and service 
as much as 50 percent of the United States' 
electrical needs by the year 2000. This might 
stlll be possible but is highly speculative. In 
fact, if new orders !or nuclear power plants 
are not received in the next few years, the 
United States' nuclear industrial capab111ty 
to meet the minimum energy projections may 
wither away. It should be noted that a deci
sion to go nuclear today means that elec
tricity is available from that plant at least a 
decade later. If decisions are not made now, 
then our energy problems in the 1990's will 
be fierce. The energy crunch has been pre
dicted to hit in the 1983-85 period. It is too 
late to avoid it now through construction of 
new power plants that do not burn on or 
natural gas. The United States can 111 at!ord 
to continue to procrastinate, and by default 
make the same mistake again. 

URANIUM CONVERSION 

Although All1ed Chemical does not build 
or supply equipment for nuclear power plants, 
Allied has been involved in the nuclear in
dustry since 1955, when Allied successfully 
bid on a government request for conversion 
of uranium oxide to uranium hexafluoride 
and proceeded to build a plant for this pur
pose at Metropolis, Il11nois. Today the Me
tropolis plant is the world's largest uranium 
conversion plant. The chemical operations 
there are necessary to purify uranium and 
produce a chemical compound, UFe, which is 
required as feed by the Federal Government 
for its enrichment !aci11ties. 

Because o! the experience gained in urani
um and fluorine technology, All1ed became 
interested in spent-fuel reprocessing. The 
first venture into this area of the nuclear 
fuel cycle was to become cperating contractor 
for the Department of Energy's Idaho Chem
ical Processing Plant (ICPP) located at the 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory near 
Idalho Falls, Idaho. 

On September 30, J 979 Allied's participa
tion at the ICPP wm come to a voluntary 
close after twelve successful years. Tnciden
ta.lly, the IOPP is an excellent model for the 
treatment, han111ng, and stcrage of nuclear 
wastes primarily from the Navy Nuclear pro
gram. 

Allied Chemical, along with its partner, 
General Atomic, invested $362 milllon in a 
pl'ivate reorocesslng fa~111ty at Barnwell, 
South Carolina. The facility was comoleted 
and undergoing check-out when in 1977 Pres-
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ident Carter "inde!lnitely deferred" com
mercial reprocessing. After years of en
couragement by several administrations, both 
&publican and Democratic, the ru1es of the 
game were unilaterally changed. It became 
clear that the management of spent fuel from 
commercial reactors had become a govern
ment responsiblllty rather than a private in
dustrial responsiblllty. Since the Federal Gov
ernment does not even today have any facili
ties for handling spent fuel or nuclear wastes 
from commercial reactors, Allie:l believes that 
the transfer of the Barnwell faclllties under 
appropriate terms to the Federal Government 
will eventually take place. 

As you can see, Allied's role in the nuclear 
field is primarily in those portions of the 
fuel cycle that require extensive chemical 
technology. A111ed's future in nuclear energy 
will be to maintain its leadership position in 
the uranium conversion business and related 
service. A111ed does not see a viable future 
for privately owned and operated reprocess
ing fac111ties such as Barnwell. 

NUCLEAR ESSENTIAL 

A company or individual does not have to 
be involved in the nuclear industry to come 
to the conclusion that nuclear en~rgy is 
essential for the United States. A case in 
point is the series of ads run by Mobil on, 
a company which incidentally is not in the 
nuclear business. 

The abundance of coal In this country 
provides the United States with an apparent 
alternative to nuclear power. The argu
ments rage as to coal versus nuclear while 
neither is really advanced. Prudence dictates 
that the balanced use of both coal and nu
clear will be required to meet the United 
States' needs. Other countries facing the 
energy crunch that have no options are mov
ing forward on their nuclear programs. Un
fortunately the United States is stlll debat
ing the issue. 

It is true the.t nuclear energy has iU; 
"China Syndrome". It is likewise true that 
deaths due to coal as a fuel are extensive 
and well documented. The medical and en
vironmental effects of the combustion prod
ucts of coal could lead to th& "Dioxide Syn
drome". It is clear that SO., NO., and co. do 
have significant effects on health and -the 
environment. Because of these risks, it is 
prudent to work to understand and control 
their emissions. It wou1d not make sense to 
abandon coal because it has real problems 
that must be solved. It likewise does not 
make sense to abandon nuclear energy be
cause it has its problems. The record of nu
clear energy, although not spotless, is ex
cellent and improving. No member of the 
public or employee of the commercial indus
try has been killed by radiation during the 
30 year history of the nuclear industry. 

When all is said and done, the most serious 
problem facing the nation today is infiation. 
This is the true danger to you, your children 
and your grandchildren. Unless something is 
done to halt lnfiation, it may rob you and 
your descendants of their future. 

To some conc.:iderable extent, the future of 
the fight against infiation in this country 
and the elimination of our dependence on 
foreign oil, the elimination of the outfiow of 
American dollars and the strengthening o! 
the dollar, depends on having an adequate 
domestic supply of energy-and for the next 
quarter of a century that means coal and 
nuclear. Neither can do the job alone !e 

ANOTHER RETREAT 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. PHTI.JP M. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, 
a few weeks ago, the State Department 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

disclosed a memorandum confirming 
that the Sandinista insurgents had been 
trained in CUba and armed with AK-47's 
carried to them by the Panamanian Air 
Force. Recently the Government of 
Nicaragua surrendered to these same 
guerrillas. 

I must ask the question of Alexandr 
Solzhenitsyn: "How many more coun
tries are there for the West to abandon?" 

Iran, Angola, Rhodesia, Taiwan, and 
now Nicaragua. 

In Iran, Angola, Rhodesia, Taiwan, 
and now Nicaragua, we withdrew when 
we were most needed. Instead of stand
ing behind American interests, we are al
ways the first to concede. It is time we 
had an American President and Secre
tary of State more concerned with U.S. 
interests than with helping Soviet
supported Rhodesian and Nicaraguan 
rebels. American interests and principles 
are being sacrificed to an incoherent 
sense of tntern'l.tionalism. This is the real 
crisis of confidence. Our Secretary of 
State seems to h.ck the confidence that 
America can lead in the world. He is in
stead leading our retreat around the 
world. 

Ironically the House only recently 
finished dealing with another symbol of 
that unprincipled message from Secre
tary Vance. He sent us a request for 
money for foreign assistance. In that re
quest he asked for massive amounts of 
money for the international financial in
stitutions, like the World Bank. It is 
outrageous for America's leaders to take 
tax money from a truckdriver in To
peka, Kans., and send it to a World 
Bank, which will give it to Vietnam, An
gola, Cuba, and others. Where is our 
fabled human rights policy when we sup
port the same government that is driv
ing the boat people into the sea in South
east Asia? 

This body will soon deal with another 
measure with similar implications, that 
is, most-favored-nation trading status 
for the repressive governments in Ro
mania, Hungary, China, and soon even 
the Soviet Union. Are we going to aid 
those that most enjoy watching us 
flounder and grovel? Again I ask: "Is this 
an indication that we revere human 
rights?" 

We must not stand for this any 
longer. We are dishonoring the princi
ples this Nation was founded upon. It is 
time to stop retreating and dig in.e 

WHAT COUNTS IS RESULTS 

HON. JAMES M. COLLINS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
too many Americans are concerned with 
their appearance as an intellectual. We 
have reached a point in America where 
folks would like for everyone to think 
of them as being an academic genius. 

Sometimes we are able to convey this 
feeling by using four syllable words even 
when a one syllable word would be bet
ter. Other times, we write profound let
ters with deep philosophy to show the 
depth of our intellectual perspective. 
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There is much talk today about how 
many college degrees one has. I thought 
about that the other day as I heard one 
of our colleagues speak. He never fin
ished high school, but he has more com
moru.ense than anyone who went to 
college. Yet, today there are those who 
value four college degrees more than 
they do the substance of the work they 
accomplish. 

I am always reminded of the proverb, 
"Judge a man not by his ability, but by 
his results." 

I would like to pass on to you an in
teresting story that I heard down in 
Texas. 

A sales manager received a sales let
ter from a new salesman he had hired 
a few days before. 

"Dear Boss: I seed this outfit which 
they ain't never got a penny's worth of 
nuthin from us before. I sole them hun
nered thousand dollars of guds. I am 
now going to Oklahomee." 

Three days later, a second l~tter 
reached the borne office. 

"Dear Boss: I cum here to Tulsee and 
I sell these cuntry chane hedqartirs 
half a milyon." 

The sales manager posted both let
ters on the bulletin board with a note 
added by the companv president. "We've 
been spendin to much time trying to 
spel, instead of trying to sell. Let's take 
a fue tips from Gooch who is on the rode 
doing a grate job for us and you go out 
and do like he done."• 

DINGELL CHARGES NHTSA WITH 
COVERUP OF AIRBAGS TESTS 
THAT EXPLODED AND BURNED 
DUMMIES REPRESENTING 6-
YEAR-Ol.D CHILDREN 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I en
close my statement regarding new doc
uments that have come to light from 
the Department of Transportation and 
the Nat~onal Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration files regarding a new 
problem uncovered in connection with 
airbag tests. 

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL 

Congressman John D. Dingell, (D-Mich.), 
today charged the DOT with withholding 
information from the Congress and the 
American people concerning the risk that 
air bags can explode in fiames and severely 
burn occupants of motor vehicles. 

Dingell w111 be seeking in the House today 
the adoption of the research, testing and 
development amendment that he and Con
gressman Jim Broyhill, (R-N.C.), will offer 
to the DOT Appropriations blll, H.R. 4440. 

Their amendment delays for one year, 
fiscal year 1980, any further funds for im
plementation or enforcement of the Federal 
automobile standard that requires devices, 
such as air bags, in automobiles. The 
amendment would not restrict actions on 
the portion of the standard that would per
mit safety belts. The amendment further 
requires more research, testing and develop
ment of passive or automatic restraint de
vices. Dingell and Broyh111 state that this is 
the major purpose o! their amendment-to 
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ensure safe and effective restraint devices 
for motoring consumers. 

Dingell said, "NHTSA's favored air bag 
contractor-Minicars, Inc., of California
conducted a series of tests in 1977 and 1978 
concerning the effectiveness of air bags. In 
12 percent of these tests, the air bag ex
ploded into flames. One of the most sensi
tive and embarrassing tests was conducted 
in February, 1978, resulting in an explosion 
and fire that blew the air bag apart, project
ing molten sodium azide into the face and 
chest of a dummy representing a six year 
old child." 

Ding ell said that: 
"In the aftermath of this !allure, Minicars, 

Inc., sent a. misleading Progress Report to 
NHTSA. 

"Contrary to normal procedures, the con
tractor did not send the films of this test 
to NHTSA. 

"NHTSA did no independent analysis of 
these failures. 

"NHTSA terminated the contract shortly 
after these accidents, prior to the problem 
being solved. 

"No final report was written on this test 
series by the contractor. 

"Nothing was put in the public file on 
these particular -r;ests. 

"NHTSA withheld the file with the sensi
tive documents when I requested it. 

"A former Minicars engineer who was the 
project manager on this contract claims that 
both Minicars and NHTSA failed to inform 
the publlc of the risk of explosion and fires 
in the deployment of air bags." 

The following are excerpts from a March 
14, 1978 letter from Minicars to Thiokol, the 
major manufacturer of air bag inflators for 
the auto industry who supplied the defec
t! ve inflator::; to Minicars: 

"The condition experienced during the 
test was a blow out of the air bag and re
sultant blasting of the occupant's face and 
chest with hot gas from the inflator. The 
results of this test were total degradation of 
the air bag's restraint capabilities and subse
quent burning of the occupant's face and 
chest; i.e., his shirt caught on fire and had 
to be extinguished by a. test technician. 

"I have experienced this problem twice 
since January, 1978. Once at Minicars, the 
bag blew apart and burnt the 50 percent 
adult male occupant. 

"This blowby has occurred at least ten 
times in this Simca project in 86 tests or 11.6 
percent of the time." 

Dingell stated, "It is interesting to nQite 
that in Minicars monthly Progress Report 
to NHTSA regarding test No. 1933 (con
ducted February 1978) which involved the 
burned dummy (six yea.r old child), there is 
not a. single word to indicate that this test 
involved flames or a charred dummy. The 
report contains only one post-crash photo
graph-a back view of the dummy indicat
Ing no burns. According to established pro
cedures, the films of these tests are ~ent to 
NHTSA shortly after the tests are conducted. 
NHTSA admitted to me last Friday that 
they had never received the film of test No. 
1933. Those films have now been flown to 
NHTSA in Wa!;hington from Minicars in Cal
ifornia this past weekend and I viewed them 
this morning." 

Dingell said, "In a staff interview, the for
mer program manager at Minicars claimed 
that he was told by top management to 'mod
ify' the Progress Report and not to send the 
films to Washington. This engineer was so 
concerned about the results of these tests 
that in subsequent correspondence to NHTSJ\ 
he included the Thiokol correspondence and 
photographs of the charred dummy that were 
deleted from the Progress Report to NHTSA. 

"On Friday, July 27, the NHTSA engineer 
in char~e of this contract could not assure 
me the -problems that resulted in these ex
plosions and fires had been resolved or that 
they would not occur in production models. 
NHTSA never independently investigated 
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these problems-but were satisfied with a 
two paragraph letter from the manu!ac
turer-Thiokol-assurlng NHTSA that they 
should not be concerned, that Thiokol had 
found a. 'temporary fix' and that corrections 
wuuld be designed into the production model 
of the air bag inflator device. 

"The flaming problem continued over a 
six to eight month period. Mys~eriously, the 
testing ended and the contract was termi
nated in the Spring of 1978 with no final 
report being issued on the later testing se
ries that included the controversial test No. 
1933. 

"On July 8, 1979, I asked NHTSA !or the 
results of all tests involving air bags and 
seat belts since 1977. On July 13, 1979, I re
ceived a leter !rom Ms. Claybrook responding 
to that request. Again, mysteriously, the 
contract involving these explosions and fires 
was missing !rom the material supplied. 
When we finally identified this contract and 
requested it, NHTSA initially refused to sul>
ply the document. 

"I can only conclude that we have merely 
scratched the surface concerning what hap
pened on this contract and possibly other 
damaging test results that are being covered 
uo at NHTSA. 

·"These risks regarding air bags should be 
known by the Congress. We have no assur
ance from independent government analyses 
that this problem has been solved regarding 
fires in air bag devices. 

"There seems to be a pattern at NHTSA 
for ignoring bad ne-ws about the air bags. 
Both Volvo and General Motors have killed 
pigs used as surrogates in tests to ascertain 
the impact of air bags on out-of-position 
children. The pi!!s died of ruptured livers, 
spinal cord injuries and brain trauma and 
apparently in one GM test, the air bag blew 
one pig out the back window of the test 
vehicle. 

"However, there is not a sinq;le document 
in NHTSA files relating to these tests by 
Volvo and GM. Jn fact, when my staff investi
gators asked NHTSA officials 1! they had the 
Volvo and GM test documents, NHTSA of
ficials resoonded that thev did not heve the 
documents and had not asked the manufac
turers for the information." 

Dingell added, "The GAO Reoort on pas
sive restraints. released Friday, Julv 27. in its 
final form , clearly underscores and recom
mends that more research and testing devel
opment must be done by DOT." e 

ZIMBABWE-RHODESIA STILL RUN 
BY WHITES 

HON. HOWARD WOLPE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker. the article 
which aooeared in the Washington Star 
on July 22, 1979, "New Rhodesia Remains 
Nation Run by Whitec;" descrihes recent 
developments in Zimbabwe-Rhodesia. 

As cochairman of the Mr.PL Rhodesia 
Task Force, I commend this article to 
the attention of my colleagues. It is evi
dent that very Jittle political power has 
thus far been transferred to the coun
try's black majority, and that the new 
constitution remains a significant barrier 
to the achievement of genuine majority 
rule. Bluntly stated, the provisions of the 
constitution perpetuate white minority 
control. <See the MCPL paper on the 
Rhodesian Constitution, July 26, 1979, 
Hon. WILLIAM GRAY. Extensions, 3262). 
The article reveals wh,ere the true power 
lies in Zimbabwe-Rhodesia, the pretrn-
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sions and aspirations of Bishop Muzo
rewa nowithstanding. 

The article follows: 
NEW RHODESIA REMAINS NATION RUN BY 

WHITES 
(By Lawl'ence E. Pintak) 

SALISBURY, ZIMBABWE-RHODESIA.-Three 
months after Bishop Abel Muzorewa was 
elected a.s the country's first black prime 
minister, and seven weeks after he took office, 
Zimbabwe Rhodesia remains a nation whose 
economic and military course continues to be 
charted by whites. 

And while the cabinet has assumed a black 
face, those same whites who have ruled for 90 
years stm run the machinery which will play 
a major role in determining the political 
future of this rebel British colony. 

Behind each black minister stand his 
white civil service, whose members h3.ve been 
guaranteed their jobs by the present con
stitution. 

The members of the all-white Public Serv
ices Board, responsible for hiring, firing and 
promotions within the public service, are also 
guaranteed their tenure, as are those who sit 
in the all-white judiciary. 

Whites continue to dominate the police 
and milltary (there are presently 32 black 
commissioned officers) and are likely to do 
so for some time. 

The attitude of the bulk of the white 
officer corps to their new black colleagues is 
one of disdain. A newly commissioned black 
officer recently assigned to one unit was 
ignored by his fellow officers, who refused to 
even provide him with an office until direct 
orders came down from the very top. 

At the pinnacle of the m1lltary hierarchy 
sits Lt. Gen. Peter Walls, commander of com
bined operations in overall charge of the 
army, pollee and air force. 

Although Muzorewa has assumed the title 
of minister of defense, largely for reasons 
of appearance, Walls is the man running the 
war against the guerr1lla forces of Joshua 
Nkomo and Robert Mugabe. 

Since taking over, Muzorewa has report
edly commented that the mUitary could not 
be expected to come to him for permission 
each time they acted, and has generally 
skirted the question of whether he person
ally approves cross-border raids on guerr1lla 
bases in Zambia and Mozambique. 

Some critics go so far as to argue that Walls 
is the real power behind the throne. Muzo
rewa sees the general for s. military briefing 
each morning, and unlike in the days of Ian 
Smith, it is the prime minister who goes to 
Walls' office, rather than vke versa. 

On the streets of Salisbury there is little 
change evident. Whites perhaps u::e the de
rogatory phrase "kaffir" a little less fre
quently since June 1, when Muzorewa took 
office. Blacks are seen a bit more often in 
the capital's fashionable restaurants. And a 
few rich Africans are beginning to move into 
formerly all-white suburbs. Otherwl!:e, white 
Rhodesia. is largely unaffected by the black 
talreover. 

White farming regions and African pur
chase areas are no longer designated on the 
new maps, but in the bush Africans stlll 
complain about land distribution as they till 
the often inferior fields they have always 
worked. 

WHITES AT THE TOP 
At the offices of th ~ country's busineo;s and 

industry, perched atop the high rises of the 
city center, mall rooms and typin~ pools are 
being "Africanized." But aside from a few 
chosen blacks, the faces at the conference 
tables in the pine paneled board rooms re
main white. 

One of the greatest grievances of the 
country's blacks has always been the fact 
that ir~ those situations where they did have 
the same job as a white, they were paid 
sio-ntficantly less than their counterparts. 

With majority rule , all that was expected 
to change. But Muzorewa now says across-
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the-board salary increases must wait until 
sanctions are lifted if they are not to have a 
disastrous effect on the economy. 

"I know you are hungry, I know you are 
thirsty, I know you are sufiering," the bishop, 
a leopard-skin cloaking his rainbow colored 
waist-coat, told a crowd on earlier this 
month as be prepared to set out on his 
symbolic ox wagon trek through the city. 

As it is, whites continue to "take the gap," 
-the local slang expression for emmigrat
ing-a.t an average of 1,000 a month, as they 
have do!le since late 1976 when Smith ac
cepted the principle of majority rule. 

It is the war more than the loss of their 
privileged status which is driving many to 
seek new homes overseas. 

in his environment. His books have pro
vided many with insight on those sub
jects and have helped to increase our 
country's environmental awareness. I 
urge my colleagues to read one of his 
works. They describe the joys of the ex
perience in the wild and will reaffirm 

Speaking in the local Sbona dialect. Muzo
rewa promised that Africans would have "the 
fat of the land and sufficient money" once 
sanctions were lifted. 

Virtually the entire white male popula
tion between 17 and 60 is sub~ect to call-up 
in the territorial army. For men under 38, 
that means spending 120 days a. year on 
active service in the bush. For now, he added, "pray to God that we 

wlll discover oil in this country." An average of two white "troopies" die a 
day in the guerrilla. war along with several 
more black soldiers, 15 or 20 insurgents and 
a dozen innocent African civlllans. 

But some are not prepared to wait. 
A PROTESr ON SALARIES 

One day last week, a group of about 300 
black teachers marched through the capital 
carrying signs protesting the fact , that they 
received an average salary o! $188 a month, 
compared with as much as $600 paid to their 
counterparts. 

Some black omcials argue that as long as 
whites control the bureaucracy, significant 
change wm be stymied. 

Even black ministers complain about the 
lack of cooperation they receive from civil 
servants in their departments. 

"I send down an order and find a week 
later that nothing happened," said one Mu
zorewa. minister. "I ask why and am told 
it got tied up somewhere." 

Just how much of that delay can be at
tributed to normal bureaucratic red tape and 
how much to deliberate sabotage is not 
known. But it is clear that many white 
civil servants have contempt for their new 
black bosses, some o! whom have no ex
pertise in the field of their portfolio. 

At the prime minister's omce, Smith's 
former press secretary continues in that 
role, as does the white cabinet secretary. A 
white advertising executive authors major 
policy pronouncements-which Muzorewa. 
sometimes has problems delivering-while 
a. white civil servant, whose particular area 
of expertise is American politics, often ghost 
writes speeches and statements for Foreign 
Minister David Mukome. 

RAMPHAL DRAWS FIRE 

One such release this week attacked Com
moDJWealth Secretary General Shridath Ram
phal for his criticism of the Salisbury gov
ernment. 

It read in part: "While totally rejecting 
Mr. Ra.mphal's right to level any criticism, I 
should just llke to point out to him that 
what he terms changes of marginal or cos
metic consequence we regard as major de
velopment in our evolution. 

While be may make minor changes--such 
as in his own omce-Muzorewa is helpless to 
alter the overall white role. 

With his party splintering the prime min
ister is now left with just 44 seats in the 
100 member parliament. The Rev. Nda.ban
ingi Sithole and eleven other parliament 
members from his Zimbabwe African Na
tional union continue to boycott the gov
ernment, increasing the weight of the 28 
white votes. 

In order to change or eliminate any o! the 
entrenched constitutional clauses protect
ing whites, Muzorewa. needs the support o! 
all 60 black parliament members now serv
ing, as well as that of at least 18 whites to 
reach the 78 votes required for such legisla
tion. 

There is no real consensus on just how 
much change white Zimbabwe Rhodeslans
the name itself reflects the level of the w.Pite 
influence-would be willing to accept in re
turn for international recognition. 

Some leading white politicians insist, for 
instance, that the removal of Smith from 
the government--something being de
manded by Washington and London-would 
spark a massive "filght" among whites, thus 
crippllng the economy. 

Several white farmers each week also end 
up as statistics in the daily milltary com
muniques. 

For those who survive, divorce is rampant, 
careers and businesses are often left in ruins, 
and alcoholism is a common danger. 

"They have black rule, now let them 
fight ," said one young man, bitter about his 
impending six-week tour in the bush. The 
burden of the six and a half year war has 
worn many whites down and is probably 
most responsible for the fact that even those 
amo:1g the remaining hard core whites con
tinue to fiee. 

"I! they're stm calling us up in December," 
said a young husband expressing the attitude 
o! many who want to stay but are tired of 
fighting, "I'm gapping It." 

Yet for some, there is little alternative but 
to remain behind and "help make it work," 
as the orange and purple bumper stickers 
say. 

"Some of us don't even have enough to buy 
a plane ticket, much less take anything out," 
said a white secretary, referring to the $3,000 
emigration allowance. 

"Unless they start shooting in the streets, 
we've got to stay." • 

SIG OLSON 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
years the American people have recog
nized the complex interrelationship be
tween man and his environment and 
the long lasting and often irreversible 
impact that man has on the environ
ment. We have also became aware of the 
value of protecting our land as wilder
ness and other units of our conservation 
system for our QWn enjoyment and for 
the benefit of future generations. As a 
result we have witnessed such legisla
tion as the Wilderness Act, the creation 
of many new parks, wild and scenic riv
ers and national scenic trails. the Bound
ary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness Act 
of 1978, and this year s House action on 
Alaska National Interest Lands. These 
actions will insure that one of our Na
tion's most important treasures, its land, 
is not lost. 

These congressional actions are fairly 
recent events. They would not have been 
possible without the efforts of a few vi
sionaries who recognized the need to set 
aside a few acres for our descendants 
and who worked toward that goal long 
before it became popular. 

One such environmental pioneer is Sig 
Olson. Sig has dedicated his life to the 
protection of wilderness and to achiev
ing a better understanding of man's role 

our need to protect and care for our 
environment. 

At this time I would like to draw my 
colleagues' attention to a recent inter
view with Sig Olson. This article dis
cusses Sig's life and his view of the fu
ture. 

The article follows: 
SIGURD OLSON's CONTINUING LoVE 

AFFAIR WITH NATURE 

(By Ben Kern) 
ELY, MINN.-As Sigurd F. Olson, friendly, 

grinning, shakes your hand, you know that 
all is well with this wilderness habitue, now 
80, author of sage and colorful chronicles. 

No longer dean of the local college. No 
longer shepherding students on a biological 
or geological field trip. No longer packing, 
frying fish, paddling and nursemaldlng 
greenhorns through the wilds. 

He did that for years as a professional 
guide. The money helped at home. 

He'll never forget the first article he sold 
to the magazine Field and Stream. "And 
they paid me 25 bucks. Wow! That was some
thing. It paid the hospital costs of dellverlng 
our second son." (Today he and his wife. 
Elizabeth, have two great-grandchildren.) 

No more striving to break into the writing 
world. He's an established author. Letters 
come in from across the nation. Readers even 
show up at his door. 

Author of "The Singing Wilderness," "Lis
tening Point," "The Lonely Land," "Runes 
o! the North," "Open Horizons," "Wilderness 
Days," "The Hidden Forest," "Reflections 
From the North Country"-fresh, vivid, glow
ing. 

Today, with his wife, he continues writing 
and communing with nature, sometimes 
through a broad picture window in their 
comfortable home on the edge o! Ely, or 
again paddling around Burntside Lake !rom 
their log cabin. 

From his autobiographical "Open Hori
zons" I knew much of his early struggles be
fore I interviewed him In the Ely house 
looking out at the tall spruce and red pines, 
planted by the Olsons 50 years ago. 

His love affairs with nature began In Wis
consin. His father, a Baptist minister, 
preached all over Wisconsin before he be
came "a sort of a bishop in charge or re
gional parishes," Olson said. 

The boy Sigurd did farm work In northern 
Wisconsin among "the barrens, sandy glaci
ated ridges and outwash plains" in one of 
"the final remnants open for homesteading." 

oae of those remnants belonged to Soren 
and Kristine Urenholdt, natives of Denmark. 
They had eight children, one of whom was 
Elizabeth. 

Farther north at Ashland, Wis., Olson at
tended high school and junior college, then 
went on to Madison, Wis., and the University 
of Wisconsin. 

In the back of his mind always lay the love 
of wild country. From Madison he went 
north to teach high school agriculture at 
Nashwauk, Minn., where, camping out, he 
happened upon AI Kennedy, "one of the 
finest woodsmen" he had ever met. 

Kennedy h&.d a cabin in which a sack of 
wlld rice, "parched like the Indians do lt," 
hung from a rafter. Olson was dellghted. 

Kennedy: "Take a look at the lake country 
eac;t of the VermiUon Range. Put a canoe In 
anywhere. Follow those lakes and rivers up 
to Hudson Bay. Or west toward Lake of the 
Woods ... Flin Flon .... You'll never 
come back.'' 

Olson was impressed. 
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"After three weeks of traveling some of 

the major routes ... I knew I would follow 
those waterways for the rest of my llfe, 
not only in the Quetico-Superior, but far 
into the Canadian north," he recalls in 
"Open Horizons" (publlshed by Alfred A. 
Knopf, New York, in 1969). 

Studious, neverthelezs, he returned to col
lege, somehow to prepare himself for making 
a living near the back country. He took 
graduate work in geology and biology with 
one eye on a new junior college being estab
lished at Ely. 

And he landed a good job-head of the 
biology department at Ely Junior College. 

There followed the geology and biology 
field trips with his classes. They visited an 
old gold mine, with assays too low to war
r:ant development. That was geology. For 
biology (see "Open Horizons"). 

"Budding shrubs and trees, ftddlehead 
ferns growing out of the black muck, mink 
we had seen, blue mayflowers, golden marsh 
marigold, and flaming stems of dogwood, the 
whole vast complex of the ecological 
system ... " 

St111, chafing under schedules and respon
sibilities, he listened to Kennedy, who in
vited him to a Flin Flon, Manitoba, gold 
rush. And then to see the country to the 
northwest. Olson was tempted, but: 

"How could I leave Elizabeth and our two 
young sons and the home we had established, 
leave my friends and co-workers and embark 
on an expedition for a year or possibly two 
or three ... see the far country I had 
dreamed about and make a fortune Al was 
sure we would? I was tempted." 

Paddling alone, he arrived at an answer. 
This wouldn't be his only chance. There were 
many years ahead. He wanted to be a good 
wilderness guide. Spend summers in the 
bush working and getting the guides' feel of 
the land. 

Eventually, he got to Flin Flon, the North
west Territories, Yukon and a lot of other 
places. 

He also worked through the school years 
and became dean of Ely Junior College (now 
Vermillion Community College) . 

In summer between colleve sessions he 
did a lot of guiding. It helped fatten his 
college pay of "a couple thousand a year, in
stead of the 15, 20 or 30 which I'd have got
ten now." 

We sat at a table by the wide window in 
the Ely house. I ventured: "Guiding must be 
a testing occupation." 

"It is, but I loved it." 
Did he do the cooking? 
"The guide not only did all the cooking 

and all the routine around the camp, but 
he had to know how to take care of peo
ple ... had to watch them like a hawk. Start 
early morning. Work until 10 at night. So 
much to do. So much to get ready. But I 
thought . . . doggone . . . it's a shame to 
take my guide's wages-! enjoyed myself so 
much." 

The wages ran $6 to $8 a day-not per 
person, for the whole bunch. Sometimes they 
helped with the dishes. 

His canoe ranged far and wide. "I've cov
ered a good part of the Northwest Terri
tories. The Yukon. Alaska-northern part." 

He has also been in the high Sierras, Sher
wood Forest in England and the Black For
est of Germany, where he experienced a 
storm that felt llke the destruction of the 
world. 

For Olson, storms have a special meaning. 
From "Open Horizons": "Once during a 

violent midsummer storm, sky black as 
night ... I lay there waiting for the wind 
to strike. It came in an all-engulfing roar 
through the high tops, and as the pine 
swayed, its roots moved, too. . . . There was 
a. tremendous crash as one of the largest lost 
hold and fell, the ground shuddering ... I 
knew !ear and wonder and an inner exalta
tion ... o! being at one with the elements, 
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the trees and all the wild forces they bow 
to." 

But the storms weren't always exalting. 
I reminded him of a storm he experienced 

among the spruce by the Hayes River near 
Hudson Bay. 

"That was a cold, miserable trip," he re
called. 

I asked him whether the elements, with 
man's help, might be taking us into a nu
clear holocaust. 

"It's a frightening thing," he said. "Living 
under a cloud of suspense. Never knowing 
what's going to happen .... This world 
won't be worth living in, even though the 
Russians don't expect to k111 everyone in it 
and say they'll survive. 

"We were lucky who were born during a 
period when we didn't have such terrific 
problems. I look at the young people to
day .... It's hard growing up in a period of 
such tensions ... uncertainty. I wonder 
about my great grandchildren." 

One of his sons, Sig Jr., and family re
cently had come visiting from Alaska, where 
Sig Jr. is in charge of wlldllfe habitat for 
the U.S. Forest Service. 

What can they do !or wildlife habitat in 
Alaska? 

"They can protect it," Olson said. "Get the 
bulldozers out of there. And the miners and 
the prospectors. And the oil money. Invading 
the refuges." 

Even without holocallSt, wm the environ
ment survive? 

There are encouraging signs, he said. 
"There's a great growth in ecological un

derstanding. Of the world we live in. Es
pecially among young people. I see it when 
they come in here-their concern with the 
out-of-doors, all aspects of it. 

"They've developed a greater sensitivity to 
beauty and the meaning of out-of-doors. 
Tha.t's encouraging to me. 

"There seems to be a renaissance, a new 
feeling, regarding nature. It's come within 
the last generation or so. For a long time 
people didn't know what 'ecology' meant. 

"Now these young people are aware of the 
ecological relationships, and it gives me a 
great deal of happiness and satisfaction. 

"Some day these young people are going to 
be in positions of power. They'll be running 
the country . .And with that background and 
feelin~. they'll d~ things that weren't done 
by their predeceMors. That's encoura.ging. 

"So many kids come in here. Sit down in 
this room. Tell me their experiences. How 
much this country needs. 

"They come from all over the country. 
They're up here to take a canoe trip, or with 
a camp." 

They know him through his books. His 
correspondence is heavy. 

Somehow, one looks to him for generlll 
wisdom. I asked him how he felt the world 
was coming along. 

"I don't know exactly how to answer that. 
In one sense, the future looks pretty bleak. 
With our shortage of fossil fuels. It's en
couraging to hear that Congress is ~oing to 
aporooria.te some milllons for solar research. 
It's high tlme. 

"We're starting in awfully late. I've always 
said that America ne,er moves untll its ba~k 
is against the wall . Until we have a crisis. 

"Well, we have one. and we're beginning 
to react. It's late, but if we pour ourselves 
into it, put our tremendous exoertise to 
work .... No one knows what co11ld happen. 
It'~ enconr~in~ in that resnect." 

He had praised the young people. What 
abont their parents? 

"We have become an urban civlliza.tton, 
but at the Fame time we're hungry to J!et 
back to the earth, get our feet on the 
ground. 

"Witness the enormous hegira of people 
leaving the cities every weekend. Just to get 
a good hold of the countryside, to get a dif
ferent vista. 
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"And they wear themselves out doing it, 

especially 1f they have a flock of kids. 
"Nevertheless, that one glimpse of the out

side natural world is enough to lift their 
spirits, to give them something to satisfy 
that eternal quest within." 

Speaking of the eternal quest, how did it 
an begin? 

"Nobody has delved deeply enough into 
it to know exactly what happened. These 
ideas of exploding, recreating, the uni
verse .... 

"I like what Einstein said. Paraphrasing
'The more I look at the universe, the more 
I'm sure that there is some logical, reason
able power, and explanation, behind every
thing.' 

"We've never figured it out, but the feellng 
that there is some great immutable power 
controlllng the universe-and whatever hap
pens-is enough !or me. 

"To me the beauty and magnificence of 
the universe means that there's got to be a 
God of some kind. There's got to be some
thing. Everybody's got to have something 
like that." 

Do you remember your first publlshed 
work? 

"Vividly. I was guiding up here in the early 
1920s, and my brother Ken was a reporter 
on the Milwaukee Journal. He wrote to me: 
'Say, why don't you write a story about your 
adventures? I'll see that it's publlshed in the 
Milwaukee Journal.' 

"Well, I thought that was great. I hadn't 
done any writing to speak of, but between 
canoe trips I did myself a story called 'Wil
derness Canoe Trip' and sent it to Ken. Back 
from my next trip, couple of weeks later, 
here was a copy of the Mllwaukee Journal. 
'Wilderness Canoe Trip' by Sig Olson. Wow! 
I thought, 'Holy smokes! Imagine. I'm a 
writer!' I have a copy of the thing, and it's 
filled with more cliches and horrible stuff 
than you could ever imagine. 

"From then on I tried to hit the outdoor 
magazines, and I had a terrible time. I'd try 
and try and try. It came, but very, very 
slowly. But for some reason I kept at it. 

"Field and Stream was my first big break
through-a story called 'Fishing Jewelry.' It 
was about an old lumberjack who made fun 
of all my lures. He said, 'That stuff is just 
fishing jewelry. Go out and get some angle
worms and fish llke a man should. • " 

With that boost, the writing career 11our
ished. Brother Ken, I learned, had been my 
favorite journalism professor at the Univer
sity of Minnesota and later headed the jour
nalism school at Northwestern. He, too, 
wrote bool{s-e journalism textbook and an
oth"'r on world affairs. 

EUzabeth and Sigurd Olson's second son, 
Robert Keith, is also a writer. 

"Bob was with the foreie-n service," Olson 
said. "Went all over the world." 

A few years ago Bob Olson retired to a tree 
farm in Wisconsin. He's studying for a doc
torate, and Sigurd Olson said, "he's written 
an article for the Atlantic Quarterly. Six 
thousand words. The whole thing wlll nearly 
cover an issue." 

Admiring the Ely house, I asked Sigurd 
about its origins. 

" We lived downtown, but the boys wanted 
to ski, so we moved out here." 

They bought the house and added to it. 
Was it just the boys who wanted to ski? 

No, Olson admitted: "I was one of the first 
cross-county skiers around here. I had a pair 
of skis from Finland. Stlll have them." There 
was an Olympic racer in the group, whose 
name escapes him. 

"In the early days this was sort of a head
quarters. There 'd be a gang. In a race on the 
way to Burntside there was a big hill. A chap 
ahead of me fell at the bottom. I stopped, 
got out of my skis and went over. Thought 
he might have broken a leg. He jumped to 
his feet, got ahead of me, and I never caught 
up to him." Olson laughed. Usually, he said, 
he came in second. 
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Olson is a fishing and hunting conserva

tionist who is happy with certain Boundary 
Waters Canoe Wilderness Area regulations 
restricting the use of boat motors in certain 
lakes. 

This nettles many resorters and Ely busi
nesspeople who cater to motorboating tour
ists. 

I asked whether he feels uncomfortable 
going downtown among the motorboat parti
sans. His reply was prompt : 

"No. I was downtown yesterday. Half a 
dozen oldtimers came up and greeted me. 
Gaily. Even though they know I'm on the 
opposite side of the fence . 

"The time is coming when the canoeists 
will bring more revenue than the motorboat
ers. They'll discover this in due time .... 

"Congress signed the bill last October. 
Creating a Boundary Waters Wilderness 
Area. Up to that time the Boundary Waters 
Canoe Area wasn't a wilderness. 

"So, it was a gocd move . A good bill. 
"Things have quieted down. Some will 

fight it to the la.st ditc)l .. .. But they've 
never been rude to me." 

So life and time go on, and so does work. 
He's still working. 

When Olsen was in high school in Ash
land, the chamber of commerce sponsored a 
high school e!:say-writing contest. The sub
ject: "The Purpose of the Chamber of Com
merce." 

"I didn't know anything about chamber of 
commerce. Couldn't care less," Olson re
called. 

"But I wrote a little essay. By gosh I got 
first place. I must have been about a sopho
more . All those other kids, more reputable 
than I, just a little kid-I won! A five-dollar 
gold piece. 

"I haven't the slightest idea what I said 
about the chamber of commerce, but the 
whole thing appealed to something inside of 
me. Kindled something. Gave me a hint that 
some day maybe I could write something." 

He could. And did. 
And so today, at Ely, time still passes. And 

today, at 80, Sigurd Olson is working on a 
ninth book. 

Tentative title: "The Time and the 
Place." e 

THE SOFT DRINK FRANCffiSOR BilL 

HON. THOMAS A. LUKEN 
OF OHIC 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, it is an in
frequent occurrence when there are 
about 300 cosponsors of a bill in the 
House. It is probably even more unusual 
when this same bill receives no action in 
committee. 

This is the situation we are faced with 
concerning the bill, H.R. 3567, the Soft 
Drink Interbrand Competition Act intro
duced by our colleagues, Mr. HALL of 
Texas and Mr. MOLLOHAN of West Vir
ginia. The fact is that this bill has re
ceived no action in the Monopolies Sub
committee of the House Judiciary Com
mittee despite the overwhelming support 
of the House membership. 

It is for this reason that I am writing 
to the chairman of the Monopolies Sub
committee and the Judiciary Committee, 
Mr. RoDINO, and ask that he hold hear
ings immediately on this bill and the sev
eral others that have been referred to 
his subcommittee. As many of my col
leagues know, action has already begun 
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in the Senate where a similar bill has 
almost 80 cosponsors. 

As the author of another bill on the 
same subject, H.R. 3573 and a cosponsor 
of H.R. 3567, I feel that this action by 
the Judiciary Committee is a first step 
to amend a wrong action taken by the 
Federal Trade Commission. These FTC 
decisions would have forced soft drink 
bottlers to offer an unlimited number 
of franchises in a given geographic area. 
The effect would have been utter chaos 
in the soft drink industry and would 
have done significant harm to the small 
businessmen who now are providing ex
cellent service as soft drink franchisers. 

These are the sort of bills that the 
American people expect the House to act 
on. We are all tired of the intervention 
into the private sector by uncontrolled 
Government agencies. The chief culprit 
in this is the Federal Trade Commission. 
The House must send a message to the 

. Federal Trade Commission that these 
sort of interventionist regulations and 
rules must stop. Our free enterprise sys
tem will work much better with less reg
ulation not more. This sort of regula
tion, promulgated by the FTC will re
duce competition. It will allow for the 
major soft drink companies to take over 
the distribution of their product rather 
than leaving it with the small business
man. 

This bill cries out for action and I will 
be contacting the chairman of the House 
Monopolies Subcommittee and the House 
Consumer Protection Finance Subcom
mittee in the hopes that action will begin 
shortly. A clear and impressive majority 
of House Members have spoken on this 
and action is necessary.e 

ANOTHER APPROACH TO ENERGY 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, recent 
reports, including the newly published 
Energy Future book written by professors 
at the Harvard Business School, have 
convinced me that the Congress must 
have a wholly new way of looking at en
ergy production in the coming decade, 
and that is to promote the "production" 
of energy by saving it. This be.:omes 
even more important when one considers 
that virtually all of the major energy 
proposals pending in the Congress, par
ticularly those promoting synthetic 
fuels, will not provide any meaningful 
energy supplies for at least a decade. 

In short. we need to do something 
about energy-and about our people's 
economic well-being-in the short term. 
And, as Professors Yergin and Stobaugh, 
who authored the Harvard book have 
noted, the best short-term energy op
portunity is conservation. "Indeed," they 
write, "conservation-not coal or nuclear 
energy-is the major alternative to im
ported oil. It could perhaps supply up to 
40 percent of America's current energy 
usage • • •:• 

I am drafting legislation which is de-
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sign~ to help the American people meet 
their energy needs-while improving our 
lifestyles and protecting and creating 
jobs. Under the legislation I am prepar
ing, Congress would establish a program 
the purpose of whi:h would be to use ex
isting institutions to assist all consumers 
of energy-industrial, commerical and 
individual-to enhance productivity and 
the utilization of renewable energy re
sources to back up oil. 

I have today sent a memo to a wide 
variety of outside energy experts, seeking 
their comments and suggestions. I would 
like to request permission at this point 
to insert my memorandum in the RECORD, 
with the hope that my colleagues, too, 
will provide me with suggestions and 
comments. 

The memorandum follows: 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., July 30, 1979. 
Memorandum to Whom It May Concern. 
From Representative RICHARD L. OTTINGER. 
Subject: Another look at energy production 

subsidies. 
Virtually all of the energy proposals relat

ing to production of new oll and gas, coal 
or synthetic fuels-including the proposals 
offered two weeks ago by President Carter
fall to address the real needs of real people 
for energy and some economic rellef in the 
short term. In fact , no meaningful energy 
supplies would be produced by any of the 
proposed programs for at least a decade. 

There is a. bullding consensus, however, 
that there can be fast relief, in the form of 
improved energy efficiency and conservation 
me:~.sures which do not need to reduce our 
standard of living at all. By "min1ng bulld
ings to produce oll and gas," as has been 
suggested by Bob Willla.ms of Princeton and 
Mark Ross of the Un1versity of Michigan, es
timates show that the Nation could save as 
much a.s four to six mlllion barrels of oil 
equivalent a day-well before 1990. As Daniel 
Yergin, of the Kennedy School at Harvard, 
wrote recently, "If the United States were to 
make a serious commitment to conservation, 
1t might well consume 30 to 40 percent less 
energy than it now does, and still enjoy the 
same or an even higher standard. of living." 
(emphasis supplied.) 1 

Most of the active energy proposals pend
ing in the Congress involve massive Federal 
subsidies for traditional energy "production" 
and that means giving a lot of money to the 
energy industries (which already are doing 
quite well, according to second quarter earn
ings reports). What those subsidies do not 
do is provide any reasonable cost energy; 
indeed, not only will synthetic fuels be 
frightfully expensive by all a.r.counts, but 
they won't even be available for a.t least 10 
years! 

I am preparing legislation which I a.m con
vinced will provide a valuable new way of 
looking at energy-from the energy con
sumer's standpoint rather than from the 
energy producer's st:mdpoint. Rather than 
subsidizing big energy corporations to pro
duce energy, we should be subsidizing con
sumers of energy-whoever they are. There 
really ought be nothing sacred about pro
viding all the blg Federal outlays to defense 
and energy; we should be providing financial 
assistance to improve e1tlciency and increase 
our reliance on renewable energy resources 
in all the consuming sectors-residential, 
commercial , industrial and transportation
as the best short-term way to decrease our 
reliance on imported oil. I am convinced that 
we can "get there from here" without dis-

1 Stobaugh, Robert and Daniel Yergin, 
Energy Future, Random House (New York: 
1979). p. 137. 
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comfort and, what's more, without massive 
outlays of Federal dollars. 

My first proposal involves an amendment 
to the National Er..ergy Act to require that 
electric and gas ut111ties ur..dertake residen
tial retrofit programs ranging from lnsul~
tion to solarization. In addition to major 
conservation efforts obviating or slowing the 
need for new powerplant construction
which inevitably drlve.s consumers' bills up
utility Involvement wlll ease financing for 
consumers, assure quality work and provide 
m3.1ntenance, particularly for solar equip
ment. 

Under my second proposal, Congress would 
authorize a program designed to attract pri
vate capital for investments in energy effi
ciency, building retrofits, industrial retool
ing, production of energy from waste, etc. 
The vehicle for the program would be a cor
poration with all the usual power given such 
an entity, including the possib111ty of issuing 
bonds or notes. Any capital so raised would 
then be moved out through existing banking 
institutions (both commercial banks and 
savings and loans) to be lent at a subsldizea 
interest rate-say 6.50 percent-to persons 
borrowing to Improve energy efficiency or to 
increase the use of renewables. The Federal 
commitment would amount only to the dif
ference between the interest paid to the in
vestor and the rate at which the ultimate 
borrower would obtain his/ her loan. If, as an 
example, $10 billion in capital were raised at 
11 percent, the interest for one year (not 
compounded, for simplicity's sake) would be 
$1.1 bllllon, with the Government owing 
half, or $550 mlllion. Relative to some of the 
numbers circulating for synthetic fuels, that 
seems a very low figure, indeed. 

On the borrower's side, let us assume that 
a homeowner learns that $1,700 in retrofitting 
his/her home would reduce energy consump
tion by 50 %-which is well established as 
being achievable. With heating oil at $1.00 
per gallon and a consumption of 1,350 gal
lons for the season, the current bill for our 
homeowner is $112.50 per month for heating 
oll. If the $1,700 is borrowed at 6 per cent 
for 20 years and consumption is halved, then 
the monthly blll is reduced to $56.25, with 
an added $12.18 for monthly payments of 
interest and principle on the loan. In the 
end, the $1,700 investment, including the 
loan, means our homeowner would be paying 
$68.43 per month for heating, or 39% less 
than before the investment. 

Similar gains could be achieved in the 
industrial, commercial and transportation 
sectors, with savings running into the mil
lions of dollars. Under my program subsidized 
interest loans would be available to these 
sectors either for improved efficiency in man
ufacturing processes or, for that matter, to 
assist in retooling to make more efficient 
products, where those products are, them
selves, energy users, such as toasters, other 
appliances. automobiles and the like. 

The legislation wlll be refined to assure 
that some of the capital available through 
the issuance of bonds and notes wm be made 
available to all four of the consuming sectors 
on a. basis that makes sense-both in energy
saving terms and in terms of meeting other 
important social goals, such as economic sta
b1llty and preservation (and additional crea
tion) of jobs. 

Numerous individuals in industry, finance, 
labor, consumer and environmental groups 
have been most helpful in making sugges
tions for the program I have outlined here. 
In preparing this memorandum, I am hoping 
for the widest possible comment, crltici!:m, 
sug~estion for alteration, improvement, etc. 
on the concept. I would appreciate any com
ments you might have. 

I am convinced the United States can 
make meaningful reductions in its reliance 
on imported oil, and that we can do so 
while saving money and living as well as, 1! 
not better than, we now do.e 
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VERMONTERS VOICE OPINIONS ON 
KEY ISSUES IN CONGRESS 

HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, this 
spring I mailed to all Vermont house
holds a quest· onnaire seeking public 
opinion on major issues before Congress. 
Responses were returned, in time for 
tabulation, by 10,095 Vermonters. The 
general issues covered were thee . anomy, 
energy, national health insurance, and 
RARE II wilderness designations inVer
mont. 

The results have now been tabulated, 
and I would like to share them with my 
colleagues. Although the numbers speak 
for themselves, there are a couple of con
clusions to be drawn which, I believe, 
should be emphasized. 

First, there is a virtual consensus in 
my State that the Federal budget should 
be balanced; if not right away, as soon 
as feasible. My constituents clearly be
lieve that waste is pervasive in vi:rtually 
all aspects of the Federal budget, and 
most believe substantial savings can be 
made without sacrificing necessary or 
valuable programs. 

Second, on tne issue of energy, Ver
monters believe this country must take 
firm and dec!sive action to develop do
mestic energy sources such as wood, hy
dro, solar, and coal. The overwhelming 
majority does not support decontrol of 
oil prices, with or without a windfall 
profits tax. A large majority also believes 
that caution must be exercised in the li
censing of new nuclear fission plants. 

The questionnaire results follow: 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. The economy. Please check the state
ments with which you generally agree. You 
may check more than one. 

A. Congress should balance the budget 
this year, even if that means eliminating or 
significantly cutting back services which are 
now provided. 34.6 percent. 

B. Congre~s should cut costs by making 
programs more efficient, moving toward a 
balanced budget as soon as possible but 
without significantly injuring worthwhile 
programs. 70 percent. 

c. M111tary spending should be reduced by 
Congress. 42.1 percent. 

D. M111tary spending should be increased by 
Congress. 27.9 percent. 

E. Spending for domestic programs should 
be reduced by Congre""s. 49.7 percent. 

F. Spending for domestic programs should 
be increased by Congress. 19.1 percent. 

G. The government should exert more con
trol over business. 27.7 percent. 

H. The government should exert less con
trol over business. 51.9 percent. 

2. Energy. In dealing with our energy orob
lems, which of the follow!ng steps should we 
take? You may check more than one. 

A. Remove price controls on oil to dic::cour
age use and encourage additional produc
tion, without a windfall profits tax. 11.8 
percent. 

B. Rem·we price controls o.n oil, taxing half 
of the windfall p:.-ofits and allowing the on 
companies to keep the other halt to en
courage production, as the President has pro
posed. 23 percent. 

C. Keep price controls on oil, and pro-
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vide more incentives a.nd assistance for alter
native energy sources such as wood, hydro, 
solar, and coal. 69.1 percent. 

D. Speed up licensing of new nuclear fis
sion power plants. 21 percent. 

E. Slow down licensing of new nuclear 
plants, and assess the problems. 63.4 percent. 

3. Health. Which of the following state
ments closest to your opinion on National 
Health Insurance? Check only one. 

A. The government should provide manda
tory, comprehnsive health insurance, to as
sure the medical needs of all Americans are 
met. 20.2 percent. 

B. The government should provide "cata
strophic" health coverage to assure families 
will not face bankruptcy due to 1llness or in
jury. 43.9 percent. 

C. The government should not play any 
increased role in providing health insurance 
coverage. 26.4 percent. 

4. Wilderness. The arguments in Vermont's 
current wilderness controversy are sum
marized elsewhere in this newsletter. Which 
of the following statements is closest to your 
opinion? Check only one. 

A. No additio.nal areas of the Green Moun
tain Naticnal Forest should be designated a.s 
wilderness. 28.8 percent. 

B. Only one of the six regions that were 
considered should be designated as wilder
ness. (The Breadloaf area is reportedly being 
considered.) 11.7 percent. 

c. Two or more of the areas of the Green 
Mountain National Forest should be desig
nated as wilderness. 52.1 percent.e 

PLANS TO MODIFY THE CONBOY 
LAKE WILDLIFE REFUGE IN 
WASHINGTON STATE 

HON. MIKE McCORMACK 
OF WASHJNGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, to
dav I am introducing a bill designed to 
redress unjust action by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service in its development 
of the Conboy Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge in the Fourth District of Wash
ington State. There is substantial evi
dence to demonstrate that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service's development of this 
particular refuge is ill-advised and 
without significant merit, and when 
weighed against the human hardships 
it will create, should be halted. 

Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
was aoproved in 1964 by the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Commission, pursu
ant to the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act of 1922. Its original size was to have 
been 10,245 acres; it was subsequently 
reduced to its current proposed size of 
9,266 acres. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has ac
quired through purchase 5,516 acres and 
through condemnation 1,215 acres. Con
demnation action began in 1971 and has 
been upheld twice by the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals, San Francisco, with 
Fish and Wildlife to take possession 
November 1, 1979. 

In 1967-68 the GAO conducted an in
vestigation of the acquisition of migra
tory waterfowl refuges bv the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service which included an 
examination of Conboy Lake. Several of 
the findings were not favorable to the 
agency's proposed acquisition of land 
at Conboy Lake: 
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First. Even though Fish and Wildlife 

expected to attract 39 percent fewer 
waterfowl than they considered the ref
uge capable of handling, their original 
acreage requirements were not modified. 
With 10,500 acres, the refuge could have 
supported 5.1 million use-days per year, 
yet the Service projected a requirement 
for only 3.3 million use-days per year. 
When this was noted, Fish and Wild
life informed GAO that they planned 
to reduce the refuge size by 2,300 acres, 
but it was subsequently reduced by only 
1,000 acres. 

Second. Approximately 37 percent of 
the refuge are lands not necessary for 
the function of the refuge as recom
mended by the Fish and Wildlife as
certainment biologist. The cost of ac
quiring these lands would amount to 41 
percent of the total cost. 

Third. In the wetlands inventory taken 
in April 1954, Conboy Lake was not 
recognized as of high or moderate value 
to waterfowl. This 1954 report included 
90 percent of all significant wetlands in 
the State, and the remaining 10 percent 
equaled 25,000 acres of marginal habitat 
in higher mountainous areas. 

Fourth. In 1961 the Pacific fiyway 
representative recognized the marginal 
value of Conboy Lake when, using a nu
merical rating format to establish prio~
ity sites for refuges, he rated Conboy the 
lowest of 86 sites within the fiyway be
cause of unfavorable biological and ad
ministrative characteristics. On a scale 
of 0-41 biological characteristics, Con
boy rated 7. 

While one of the primary purposes of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service in estab
lishing the refuge was to attract water
fowl away from crops on private lands, 
the rating for this factor was 0. Further, 
tract appraisal reports show that the 
10,500-acre site contains only 144 acres 
of water and marsh. 

Fifth. In 1963, the Region I Land 
Acquisition Review Committee ranked 
Conboy Lake low, due to its location be
tween the existing Toppenish and Ridge
field refuges, and the then-planned de
velopment at Umatilla. 

In its 1964 presentation to the Migra
tory Bird Conservation Commission, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service stated the fol
lowing reasons for establishing the 
refuge: 

( 1) To faclUtate t he orderly expenditure 
of duck stamp funds ; 

(2) To take advantage of the willingness 
of land owners to sell; and 

(3) To provide an additional refuge site in 
Washington. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service did not 
disclose to the Commission: 

First. That there were other areas of 
higher value to waterfowl not yet ac
quired in the fiyway. 

Second. The basis used by the Service 
in determining that the refuge was re
quired to satisfy the needs of waterfowl. 

Third. The fact that an additional 
4,200 acres recommended for purchase 
were biologically unessential for the 
refuge. 

The negative economic impact of the 
proposed refuge on the area is substan
tial. For example, 715 head of cattle have 
been displaced from the land already 
purchased by the Service; an additional 
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325 head have been displaced from the 
condemned lands; and another 500 head 
will be displaced from the remain
ing lands to be acquired. At approxi
mately $600 per head, this repre
sents a loss of $924,000 value. An addi
tional 60 milk cows were displaced. At 
$800 per head, this is an additional $48,-
000. In just one category-value of live
stock-establishment of the refuge 
means a loss of close to $1 million in 
assets to the area. 

Additionally, the Klickitat County 
Commissioners have expressed concern 
that the amount the county will receive 
in "in-lieu-of-taxes'' funds will be sub
stantially less than the revenues which 
would be generated from property taxes 
under the current assessed value of the 
land involved. 

The pen·onal hardships created for the 
three families involved in the condem
nation proceedings cannot be minimized. 
The Kreps family, represented by Mr. 
and Mrs. Bill Giersch, will lose 333 acres 
through condemnation already complet
ed, and an additional400 acres which are 
within the proposed boundary of the 
refuge; Mrs. Agnes Miller will lose 657 
acres, which is her entire ranch, includ
ing her home; and Mr. Wally Davis will 
lo3e 225 acres, one portion of his ranch 
holdings. 

It is difficult for me to understand, Mr. 
Speaker, how an agency can justify con
tinuing development of a project of mar
ginal value for wildlife enhancement in 
the face of this kind of adverse impact 
on people who have made their homes 
and living in this area for years. 

The House Interior Appropriations 
Committee has already seen fit in its re
port of July 18, 1979, to delete any funds 
for operation of the Conboy Lake Na
tional Wildlife Refuge in fiscal year 1980. 
This action will halt development of the 
refuge, but, the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice is moving forward with its plans to 
take the condemned property and evict 
the three families. That is why the mat
ter is of some urgency, Mr. Speaker. 

The bill which I am introducing today 
would permit the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice to maintain a refuge of reasonable 
size-the 5,516 acres which it has ac
quired by purchase, and to acquire real 
property by exchange in order t o make 
that parcel contiguous. But it would 
force the Fish and Wildlife Service to re
turn any real property acquired by con
demnation-land which is excess to the 
needs of the refuge anyway-to the 
owner or owners from whom such prop
erty was acquired, upon payment by such 
owners of the amount, if any, paid by the 
United States as compensation for such 
property. In the interests of justice, I 
hope that the Congress can act quickly 
on this legislation.• 

A CLOSE LOOK AT OUR SYNTHETIC 
FUELS STRATEGY 

HON. JOHN P. HAMMERSCHMIDT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, 
as we prepare to consider the various 
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energy proposals that might help lead the 
United States out of the wilderness of 
energy dependence, which could amount 
in dollars and impact to the largest single 
peacetime government initiative in U.S. 
history, I feel it is indeed appropriate to 
closely scrutinize these measures. This 
article by John Berry from the July 29th 
Washington Post sets out some interest
ing thoughts on the matter. 
[From the Washington Post, July 29, 1979) 

GOAL MAY PROVE ELUSIVE, COST Too HIGH 
(By John M. Berry) 

President Carter and the Congress are fast 
committing the nation t o a massive , expen
sive, risky new program to develop energy 
alternatives to imported oil. 

The appeal is undeniable, for the goal 1s 
nothing less than to free America from the 
dictates of an avaricious world oil cartel 
that is using the "oil weapon" not just to ex
tract dollars but foreign policy concessions 
as well. 

But there is a real chance that the goal 
will prove elusive and the costs extraor
dinarily high, not jus.t in government 
spending, but also in the form of hi~her in
flation, added pollution, decreased non
energy investment by business and at least a 
temporarily lower standard of living for many 
Americans. 

Opposition to some parts of the program 
has been overwhelmed by the sudden pollt
ical need to respond to t he long lines at 
gasoline stations and rapidly rising prices at 
the pump. Now, however, skeptics are emerg
ing even in Congress. They are wondering out 
loud whether the nation may not be leaping 
unawares into the synthetic fuels production 
plans that are the heart of the new program. 

Administration officials acknowledge the 
uncertainties, but say enough is known to 
push ahead. "There are no substitutes to 
imported oil other than the range of pro
duction alternatives we've proposed," says 
one. 

Today, the Washington Post begins a series 
of occasional articles that will explore the 
costs, the risks and the benefits of this mam
moth commitment of national purpose for 
the decade of the 1980s. 

The first article deals with coal liquifica
tion~the process of turning part of the na
tion 's abundant coal deposits into liquid 
fuel , either crude oil , a form of alcohol called 
methanol, or directly into gasoline. Five 
groups of companies with five different proc
esses each claim to be able to do the job
if the government somehow will help to fi
nance a $2 billion commercial-scale plant 
turning out 50,000 barrels of fuel each day. 

No plant of that size using any of the five 
processes exists. The largest in the United 
States produces only about 150 barrels a day. 
There is a 20,000-barrel-a-day plant in South 
Africa that uses one of t he processes to pro
duce gasoline, and a larger plant under con
struction t here will produce an estimated 
120,000 barrels daily. 

All of the synthetic fuels , like coal liqui
faction , involve changing a source of energy 
from one form to another. All of them are 
expensive, with only oil shale likely to cost 
little more t han oil at current prices. 

Because something has never been done is 
ha.rdly 2. sign that it cannot be, of course. 
But doing something for the first time, and 
in a great hurry, can lead to some unpleas
ant surprises, particularly in terms of costs. 

President Carter put the cost of his pro
gram at $142 billion over 10 years , but that 
estim!l.te is not really based on costs at all. 
Rather it is simply a figure close to the min
imum amount of money the administration 
calculates its proposed windfall tax on do
mestic crude oil will bring in. "Any reduc
tion in the receipts . . . will require reduc
tions in these program levels," said a foot
note to the While House fact sheet describ
ing the program. 
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At this point, anybody's figures probably 

should be taken with a grain of salt. As a 
recent Rand Corp. study for the Department 
of Energy put it, "Estimates of capital costs 
of pioneer energy process plants have been 
poor predictors of actual capital costs." 

Early estimates, even adjusted for infia
tion, "have routinely understated definitive
design or ultimate costs by more than 100 
percent for oil shale, coal gasification and 
liquefaction (liquids), tar sands, solid waste 
and nuclear fuel reprocessing plants," the 
study warned. 

Anyone can recall story after story about 
weapons systems cost overruns. Yet the Rand 
study concluded that. on average, the actual 
cost of weapons systems was much closer to 
original estimates than the actual cost of 
energy process plants to original estimates. 
First-of-a-kind plants always cost far more 
than expected, and building them on a tight 
schedule-as will have to happen to meet 
Carter's 1990 goals--"can cause both higher 
cost and poor system performance," the study 
concluded. 

Building the plants--most of which wm 
have to be located in relatively remote parts 
of Montana, Wyoming, Colorado and North 
Dakota-may strain the nation 's supply of 
skilled construction manpower. Construction 
wages could soar, adding sharply to the costs 
not just of the plants themselves but also 
other projects such as chemical plants and 
oil refineries. Production of some of the 
equipment needed in the plants also could 
means that other types of process plants 
might have to do without. 

All that could add to inflation generally. 
Nevertheless, Carter has earmarked $90 

billion with which to spur production of 
the energy alternatives. About half of the 
remaining $50 billion is supposed to be used 
to help low-income fam111es bear the burden 
of higher energy costs. More than $16 bil
lion will be used for mass transit and some 
as yet unspecified program to increase auto
mobile mileage efficiency. The remainder is 
destined to aid ut111ties in switching power 
plants from oil to coal, to speed energy con
servation measures in residential and com
mercial buildings, and to give new incen
tives to use of solar energy. 

Little of the $90 b1111on would be used 
directly by the government to construct the 
coal, oil shale and "biomass"-a catch-all 
phrase covering organic materials ranging 
from wood chips to corn to garbal!e--con
version plants. A new Energv Security Corp. 
is supposed to use a combination of loans, 
loan guarantees. price guarantees and pur
chase agreements to entice private industry 
to build the 30 to 40 plants with 50,000-bar
rel-a-day outputs needed to meet Carter's 
goal. 

Even a $2 b1111on each, that's $60 billlo'l'l 
to $80 billion. If the Rand study is right, 
the total could be far more. In addition, the 
continuing cost to the government as a 
result of its price or purchase guarantees 
could run into the b1111ons of dollars every 
year once a plant starts operating. 

Outgoing Energy Secretary James Schles
inger predicted last week, "It wm be a hard 
struggle to get the Energv Security Corp. 
passed on Capitol Hill." Other administra
tion officials are resigned to the fact that 
Congress will be mat.·ing rna lor changes in 
the ESC proposal. Those officials are worried 
that Congres'> may try to tie the new grouTl's 
hands and require specific appropriations 
for the guarantees extended each plant. 

Ironically, if the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries imposes big oil price 
increases in coming years, it wlll swell re
ceipts from the windfall tax-unless Con
gress fails to mal<"e it permanent, as it well 
may do-and reduce any future outlays as 
a result of price and purchase guarantees. 

In short, no one gnows what the costs of 
Carter's program will turn out to be., 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
No one knows, either, what the environ

mental bill will add up to in the end. 
A DOE study released July 12 found that 

only 41 counties in the entire country have 
coal reserves adequate to supply a 100,000-
barrel-a-day plant for 25 years, with enough 
water resources within 50 miles, and with 
sufficient room under present federal air 
quality standards that the plants could be 
built. 

Most of the sites are in the West where 
water is already in short supply, obtaining 
enough rights to water use for the plants 
probably would mean buying large blocks of 
ranch and farm land whose owners now 
control those rights. 

The coal and oil shale supplying the 
plants would come largely from surface 
mines in semi-arid a·reas in which reclama
tion is still highly uncertain. 

And most of the counties have only very 
small populations that might be over
whelmed by the infiux of workers needed to 
build and operate the plants. Including 
workers, employes of support facillties and 
their familles, a 100,000-barrel-a-day plant 
would mean a 20,500-person increase in 
population, the DOE study said. Some of the 
41 counties have populations as low as 1,000 
people. 

To cope with the population infiux asso
ciated with a single 50,000-barrel-a-dav 
plant, the added community facllities could 
cost more than $70 m1111on. 

Beyond that sort of impact, the range of 
unanswered environmental questions is still 
enormous. The same DOE study cautioned: 

The accelerated commercialization sched
ule (~et by Carter) may require that the first 
commercial plants be constructed before 
environmental concerns are assessed fully. 

I! problems exist, the number of these first 
commercial plants in specific locales can lead 
to an increased risk that a primary health 
standard will be violated. 

Small laboratory and pilot plant faciUties 
may fall to indicate pollution problems that 
would surface in the larger scale of a com
mercial operation. 

Carter is counting on displaying 500,000 
to 1 million barrels of oil imports with such 
gas, which is locked so tightly in rocks that 
they generally must be fractured in some 
way before the gas will flow in any quantity. 
The gas dissolved in deep reservoirs of brine 
along the Texas and Louisiana coasts also 
falls into this category, but that gas car
ries with it far more uncertainties than that 
held tightly in the Devonian shales of West 
Virginia. 

All of the energy alternatives-liquids 
from coal, "natural" gas from coal, on shale, 
gasohol, garbage, wood, wind, geothermal, 
heavy on and tar sands, and solar-wlll be 
covered in the articles to come. Some of the 
questions raised wm be answered. Some will 
not be, because for them there are as yet no 
answers.e 

THE MARRIAGE TAX-AN EXAMPLE 
OP T.d.E HARM IT CAUSES 

HON. MIKE McCORMACK 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, Ire
cently received a letter from -a. g€'ntle
man who worked for the Internal Reve
nue for nearlv 30 years before retiring. 
He now aids individuals in the prepara
tion of their tax returns. He commented 
on my bill to eliminate the so-called 
marriage penalty tax. As the Members 
know there have been repeated calls for 
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repeal of this unfair tax. The accom
panying illustration shows how the 
marriage penalty tax effects a real
life middle-income couple. 

The letter says, in part, " ... your bill 
on not taxing couples more than singles 
is excellent. I recently had a case where 
the couple stated that they shouldn't 
have gotten married because it cost them 
$1,138." 

He went on to illustr-a.te: 
MARRIED COUPLE 

(1978 Rates;standard Deduction) 
His income: $17,983.62. 
Her income: $14,148.20. 
His tax if single: $3348. 
Her tax if single: $2227. 
Single tax total: $5575. 
Tax paid as a married couple, joint return: 

$6713. 
Extra tax paid due to marriage (In other 

words, Marriage Penalty Tax). $1138.e 

MRS. CECll.J <TOOTlE) McCLUEY 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

• Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, Missouri 
State Representative Jerry Burch wrote 
a guest editorial about Mrs. Cecil 
<Tootie) McCluey, who recently passed 
a way. She was truly a fine person, one 
who made our democracy work. The edi
torial from the Nevada Daily Mail is as 
follows: 
(From the Nevada (Mo.) Daily Mail, July 24, 

1979] 
TOOTlE McCLUEY 

(Enrroa's NoTE: The following editorial was 
written by State Representative Jerry 
Burch at the invitation of the Nevada 
Daily Mail) 
"Tootle" McCluey was a dellght to every

one who knew her, and to a politician she 
v.as a pearl indeed. So when Mrs. Cecil 
McCluey died on June 28, I shared with her 
friends and neighbors at Lamar a sense of 
loss, a. sad feeling that there is an empty 
place that wm never quite be filled again. 

When I set out to run for state representa
tive last summer, I was looking for someone 
to help me in Lamar and Barton County. 
Almost the first one suggested was Tootle 
McCluey. It was a great day for me when 
she ushered me into her kitchen and poured 
me a cup of coffee. 

"You're not the first polltlcian to sit at 
that table and talk about campaigning," she 
said. 

She ticked off some names: Symington, 
Litton, Eagleton, Rand:lll, Kirkpatrick and
of course-Harry Truman. If she worked as 
hard for them as she did for me it is no 
wonder they were elected. 

I never will forget that scorcher of a day 
last September when Lamar's annual Free 
Fair came to its climax with a parade around 
the square. There was Tootle, sweat stream
ing down her face and arms, blowing up 
campaign balloons and handing them out to 
the kids who came to our booth. You couldn't 
have hired anyone to work that hard or so 
enthusLastically. 

She was a big woman, the widow of the 
owner and operator of Lamar's rather legend
ary and now extinct broom factory. One of 
the strongest remembrances of her in 
Lamar is that if she decided something 
needed doing it got done. Particularly in 
Lamar's Fourth Ward. 

Tootle created a ruckus in the Fourth 
Ward Democratic Caucus last winter, and it 
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was probably one of the few times she had 
any political ambitions for herself. She 
wanted to be the ward 's Democratic com
mitteewoman. She complained that nomina
tions were closed improperly before names 
could be submitted from the floor. She per
slated until she won her point. The caucus 
had to be reconvened. But she did not get 
elected. 

Although much involved, Tootle did not 
get hyped up about pet causes or political 
issues. No one ever worked harder anrl I have 
hardly ever been more obligat ed to anyone, 
but there was always the feeling that Tootle 
would never ask me to vote for or against 
a. bill , would never ask for a job or for a 
personal favor. She never did! 

So why did Tootle get involved? Why did 
she love to have politicians in her kitchen? 
Probably because she felt the best way she 
could discharge her obligation to vote in
telligently was to get involved with the 
people who were running and got elected. 

On our bicentennial j ndependence Day
on Sunday the Fourth of July, 1976-Jerry 
Litton gave the sermon at Independence 
Boulevard Christian Church in Kansas City. 
Here is just a little bit of what he said: 

"Some are suggesting that politicians are 
not addressing the issues. But I think the 
people ar~ wanting to look deeper than is
sues. They want to know the people behind 
those issues. I think they want to know the 
man, the woman, the candidate, the public 
official. They want to know how they feel 
about others. They want to know whether 
or not they are believers. Are they Chris
tians? Do they believe? How do they feel 
toward t heir fellow man? 

"Somehow we've lost faith in our God and 
our country, and it's making it very difficult 
for a free system and a free society to work. 
For a free system and a free society and a 
democracy to function, people must believe. 
People must want to follow, since they are 
not forced to follow. The fact that our 
people have not wanted to follow the past 
few years has weakened the basic structure 
of our democracy." 

I came to look upon Tootle McCluey as 
one who dared to follow. Once she had deter· 
mined which Democrats were worthy of her 
loyalty, whether they were believers, how 
they felt toward others-once she knew 
them and they satisfied her-she was not 
distracted by issues or what might be in it 
for her. With a lot more like her, we would 
not have to have doubts about our democ
racy working.e 

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT'S EFFORTS 
LAGGING AGAINST WHITE-COL
LAR CRIME 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past 2 years, the Subcommittee on Crime 
has been conducting oversight regarding 
the capabilities of the U.S. Department 
of Justice to detect, investigate, and 
prosecute corporate and white-collar 
crime. In an insightful article by Philip 
Taubman, the New York Times recently 
analyzed this subject in a lengthy front 
page article appearing on Sunday, 
July 15, 1979. As chairman of the Sub
committee on Crime, and as one who has 
undertaken a com-prehensive analysis 1f 
the resources devoted by the Department 
of Justice to combat corporate crime, I 
found this article to be particularly 
significant and valuable, appearing as it 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

did on the eve of the appointment of 
Benjamin Civiletti to be our new At
torney General. I commend this article 
to the attention of all of my colleagues 
in the House: 
U.S. ATTACK ON CORPORATE CRIME YIELDS 

HANDFUL OF CASES IN 2 YEARS 
(By Philip Taubman) 

WASHINGTON, July 14.-The Justice De
partment has developed o.nly a handful of 
criminal cases against major corporations in 
the two years since the Carter Administra
tion promised t o crack down on corporate 
and white-collar crime. 

Government experts estimate that vio
lations of antitrust, tax, fraud, bribery, pol
lution and ether Federal laws by the na
tion 's thousand largest corporations cost the 
e::onomy billions of dollars a year. 

But the Justice Department still lacks the 
manpower, the expertise and, in some cases, 
the motivation to co.nduct successful crim
inal investigations and prosecutions against 
major corporations or their top executives, 
according to a score of current and former 
Justice officials and corporation lawyers. 

Harold R . Tyler Jr. , a former Federal dis
trict judge and Deputy Attorney General in 
the Ford Administration, said, "The Justice 
Department dcesn't even know the magni
tude of what it's missing in terms of cor
porate crime. It was a. very serious problem 
for the Government when I was there, and 
it st111 is." 

Top officials of the department say that 
its efforts against white-collar crime in gen
eral and corporate crime in particular have 
intensified. 

"I'm pleased with the progress we've made 
in recent years," said Deputy Attorney Gen
eral Eenjamin R. Civ1lett1. "We now have 
more emnhasis on fie-hting white-collar crime 
than in the history of the United States, and 
we've undertaken more sophisticated prose
cutions than ever before." 

Most officials, however, while agreeing that 
the Justice Department is trying harder, say 
that the effort is having minimal success 
against the enormous obstacles involved in 
investigating and prosecution major corpora
tions. 

One top Justice Department official said, 
"It's just a lot easier for us to pick on the 
small guy" because the major companies, 
with their exten.,!.ve resources and complex 
operations, require an extensive commitment 
of investigative time and expertise, both of 
which are in short supply. 

RECORDS OF VARIOUS AGENCIES 
An examination of Government records 

showed the following: 
In the last two years, Internal Revenue 

Service investigations led to 3.3~0 incllct
ments !or criminal violations of Federal t:l.x 
laws. Nine in•·olved rna lor cornorations. The 
I.R.S. devoted 2.5 percent of its investigative 
time last year to maJor corporations, which 
it defines as those with assets of $250 m1llion 
or more. 

The Securities and Exchange Commission 
has referred 420 cases involvin~ questionable 
domestic and foreign corporate pavmPnts by 
major corporations to the Justice Depart
ment in recent years. Ten have resulted in 
guiltv ole!l.s and 30 are under investigation, 
according to officials in the fraud section of 
the Justice Department. The rest have been 
dronoed. No corporate executives have been 
prosecuted individually, although m!l.ny were 
named in the S.E.C. file'! . 

Of 23 criminal antitrust cases brought by 
the Justice Department this year, three in
volved major coroorations. 

Though the Department o! Energy esti
mates that fraudulent oil transactions run 
into the billions of dollars every year, the 
one major oil company charged with such 
a. transaction was able to plea bargain !or a 
modest fine because the Justice Department, 
according to Congressional critics, delayed an 
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investigation until the statute of limitations 
had almost run out. 

In the half-decade since major air and 
water pollution laws were enacted, the En
vironmental Protection Agency has referred 
about 130 criminal cases to the Justice De
partment !or prosecution. Half a dozen have 
involved major corporations. The Govern· 
ment has filed criminal charges against one, 
Allied Chemical, which pleaded no contest 
three years ago to charges that it dumped 
large quantities of the toxic chemical Ke
pone into the James River in Virginia. The 
case arose when about 80 people became 111. 
"We 're just not set up to handle these kinds 
of cases, and our record is awful," said an 
official in the land and natural resources 
division of the Justice Department. 

OTHER SOURCES OF DELAY 
Present and former Government officials 

say that in some cases, a snail's pace by 
regulatory agencies or other problems not 
directly related to law enforcement have 
brought about the limited record of criminal 
prosecutions against major corporations. In 
the pollution area, for example, they note, 
regulations for toxic waste disposal have only 
recently been drafted. 

There is little argument about the cost 
of white-collar crime. The Joint Economic 
Committee of Congress estimates that su~h 
crime costs the United States economy $44 
billion a year; crimes against property cost 
about $4 billion. 

If the costs associated with antitrust price
fixing and fraud against Government pro
grams are included, the total annual cost of 
white-collar crime exceeds $200 billion, ac
cording to Government estimates. 

Experts say that while crimes committed 
by the 1,200 major corporations listed by the 
I .R.S. account for only part of the total 
cost, that part runs into billions of dollars 
a year. 

SEVERITY OF PROBLEM ACKNOWLEDGED 
President Carter and Attorney General 

Griffin B. Bell have frequently acknowledged 
the severity of corporate and white-collar 
crime in speeches and policy pronounce
ments. Last year Mr. Carter said, "Powerful 
white collar criminals cheat consumers of 
millions of dollars. Too often these big-shot 
crooks escape the consequences of their 
acts." 

Mr. Bell has increased the staff of the 
Justice Department's fraud section and is 
creatinq; special economic crime enforce
ment units in 27 United St9.tes Attorneys' 
offices. 

But the emphasis and effort, Justice offi
cials said, have yet to solve the myriad 
pl'oblems that the Government encounters 
when it tac'rles a major corporation in a 
criminal case. FTom detection to prosecution, 
these cases confront the Government with 
a nearly immobilizing web of problems, some 
inherent, others created by the Government 
itself. 

These problems fall into three main cate
gories: problems produced by policy, prob
lems of investigation, and problems of pros
ecution. 

POLICY AND GOALS CLASH 
While combating white-collar crime is 

called a high priority goal in the Carter 
Administration, specific policy within en
forcement agenc~es does not make major 
corporations a leading target for investi
gation. 

In the fraud section, for example, one of 
the main centers for investigating corporate 
wrongdoinp;, "our first priority was going 
after fraud in welfare, Medicare, Medicaid 
and other Federal programs." satd Richard 
Be::kler , chief of the fraud section until he 
left last month to enter private practice. 

The tax division of the Justice Department 
is handicaoped by the enforcement policy 
of the I .R.S., which, according to Thomas J . 
Clancy, director of criminal investigations, 
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tries to spread its enforcement net as widely 
as possible to create a deterrent. 

That policy left corporations, which paid 
16 percent of the taxes collected by the Fed
eral Government last year, subject to less 
than five percent of the I.R.S.'s investiga
tive time. "Most of the cases referred to the 
tax division by the I.R.S. are against doctors, 
lawyers and other owners of a sole-proprie
torship business," said Cono R. Namorato, 
once a revenue service agent and, until re
cently, Deputy Assistant Attorney General in 
the tax division. 

ANOTHER SERIES OF OBSTACLES 
When it does investigate a major corpo

ration, the Justice Department !aces another 
series of obstacles. 

"One of our biggest problems is lack of 
investigative resources," said Robert B. Fiske 
Jr., United States Attorney !or the Southern 
District of New York. 

In the case of the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation, the Government's main source 
of investigative manpower, the difficulty is 
lack of training to unravel economic crimes. 
"This is an area that has only recently re
ceived emphasis at the F.B.I.," said Mr. 
Fiske. "The bureau is taking steps to recruit 
and train people in this area, but it takes 
time. You can't take a group of agents who 
have investigated street crimes for years and 
turn them into financial experts overnight." 

The Federal investigators who do have 
such expertise, the agents of the I.R.S., are 
unavailable to help with non-tax criminal 
cases because of a provision in the 1976 Tax 
Reform Act. To protect the privacy of third
party financial records, such as tax infor
mation and bank records, the law forbids 
the I.R.S. to share its findings with other 
criminal investigators without a court 
order. 

"The I.R.S. can't even tell us whom 
they're investigating, much less work with 
us," said Mr. Fiske. 

HUGE MOUNDS OF EVIDENCE 
Manpower shortages are compounded by 

the volume of documentary evidence pro
duced in most cases involving major corpo
rations. "The amount of paper is stagger
ing," said Andrea S. Ordin, United States 
Attorney !or the Central District of Cali
fornia, which includes Los Angeles. 

Mrs. Ordin cited a case in her district in 
which half a m111ion pages of documents 
were collected as part of an investigation 
into alleged bribery of an Alaskan telephone 
official by two California-based companies 
that are subsidiaries of Japanese corpora
tions. 

"It can take weeks of following the paper 
trail before we even know lf there is a case 
worth pursuing," Mrs. Ordin said. 

The combination of extensive documen
tary evidence and limited investigative 
manpower appears to account for the Jus
tice Department's conduct in the fraudu
lent oil transfer case. Two years ago, execu
tives of the Continental 011 Company, the 
nation's ninth largest oil corporation, vol
untarily told tile Government about an 
alleged scheme within the company to cir
cumvent price controls on the sale of 
crude oil. 

When the Federal Energy Administration 
eventually referred the case to the Justice 
Department, it was assigned for three months 
to an attorney in the fraud section, Gerald P. 
Egan, who was then deeply involved in 
prose::uting a land fraud case in Florida. 
"I was in trial," recalled Mr. Egan, "and I 
just didn't have time to work on the Conoco 
case.'' 

Representative John Conyers, chairman of 
the House subcommittee on crime, has 
charged that the Government neglected the 
case until the statute of limitations had 
nearly run out, forcing the Justice Depart
ment to settle for a plea bargain and modest 
fine in the end. Otficials say the case was 
handled as expeditiously as possible. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The 60 lawyers assigned to criminal tax 

cases must review about 2,400 cases a year. 
"The load is brutal," said a tax division offi
cial. "We're missing good cases against big 
corporations because we lack the manpower." 
Tax division requests for increased staff in 
the criminal section have been turned down 
by the attorney general's office the last two 
year~. 

"ALL-OUT GLOBAL WAR" IN COURT 
The difficulties encountered in investiga

tions are often eclipsed by problems that 
develop once a corporate crime case moves to 
court. Here, according to lawyers for both 
the Go1·ernment and larc-e corporations, the 
Government can be outmanned, outgunned 
and outmaneuvered in many ways. 

"Any criminal case is war," said Mr. Fer
guson of the tax division. "A criminal case 
against e. major corporation is all-out global 
war. Corporations use every weapon they can 
afford, and they can afford a lot. 

The major weapon is expert defense coun
sel. While the Government often goes to 
court with young, inexperienced lawyers, ac
cording to Justice Department officials com
panies in trouble can hire such Washington 
lawyers as Judah Best, Arthur F. Mathews 
and Herbert J. Miller, who have years of 
experience handling corporate cases and who 
can frustrate the Government at every turn, 
say lawyers in Government and in the pri
vate sector. 

In litigation of a case involving lllegal tax 
have:1s, for e:tample, defense attorneys, in
voking the Freedom of Information Act, 
asked for an index of thousands of pieces of 
documentary evidence collected by the Gov
ernment. It took 30 Government lawyers and 
investigato"'s six weeks to prepare the index, 
according to Mr. Ferguson. 

TRACING RESPONSIBILITY DIFFICULT 
Pinning responsiblllty on specific corporate 

executives is another obstacle, "When you 
get into a big corporation, with multiple 
levels of supervision, it is hard to trace re
sponsibility for misconduct," said Mr. Namo
rato. 

The complexity o! corporate cases also 
causes problems. Richard Blumenthal, United 
States Attorney !or Connecticut, s3.id, "The 
applicable laws in corporate cases are fre
quently the most complex, producing cases 
that are difficult to reduce to issues a jury 
can easily grasp." 

When legal strategy fails, corporations can 
try using political leverage. 

Given these problems in dealing with cor
pora.te crime, the Justice Department often 
finds a plea bargain an attractive com
promise. Though department officials say they 
prefer to push for trial and conviction, the 
record shows a preponderance of plea bar
gains in corporate cases. 

ATTRACTIVENESS OF A PLEA 
"You almost go for a plea bargain uncon

sciously because of all the problems," said 
Mr. Namorato. "Given the choice between 
setting on a plea up front versus going to 
trial for six months and ending up with a 
hung jury, the average Government prosecu
tor would take the plea." 

Frequently, records show, plea bargains 
include a substantial reduction in charges. 
In some cases involving felony violations, the 
Government has accepted a guilty plea on 
misdemeanor charges.e 

THE DRAFT-A DIFFICULT CHOICE 

HON. PAUL N. McCLOSKEY, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
difficult choice between a nonworkable 
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All Volunteer Army and returning to the 
draft could not have been more poign
antly stated than in a letter I received 
recently from the wife of a career army 
staff sergeant following a published dis
cussion of the issue between our colleague 
from Ohio, Mr. SEIBERLING and myself. 

The letter follows: 
STOW, OHIO. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCCLOSKEY; The 
Akron Beacon Journal published your feel
ings on the future o! the Draft and I felt 
compelled to write to you because although 
I am against the Draft I know that it is prob
ably the only solution for the Armed Serv
ices. 

My husband is a Staff Sgt. in the U.S. Army 
with 14 years of service. I have seen the Army 
up close in the 11 years we have been mar
ried. 

EY'erything you mentioned as being wrong 
with the Volunteer Army is in fact true. 
Toda.y's Army is made up of minority groups. 
They are people who don't want to work but 
want to draw a paycheck, of unemployable&, 
or misfits and social outcasts. Nobody who 
can get a job as a civ111an goes into the low 
paid Army. 

In 1974 the pay was pretty good. Now, with 
inflation the past five years, I have to work 
to keep the blll collectors from our door 
and I can no longer afford to go with my 
husba.nd as he is transferred from one place 
to another. We moved five times in the last 
ten years and each time it cost us more out 
of our own pocket for expenses that were not 
co-,ered by moving allowances. 

We returned from a tour of duty in 
Germany a year ago and what I saw there 
scared me a lot. On any given day of any 
givEn week, we could not have put 50% of 
our troops into combat. Drugs and alcohol 
are used on duty and omcers and NCO's look 
the other way. In fact the Army actually 
encourages the use of alcohol and never is a 
Company party or picnic held that alcoholic 
beverages are not the central attraction. The 
Army could even be accused of pushing 
alcohol. 

Drugs were a terrific problem when we 
were there. One barracks on one of the com
pounds was well known for its daily OD re
quiring an ambulance from the dispensary. 

My husband is "old Army" and a Vietnam 
veteran. He likes the Army the way it use to 
be. He doesn't understand "Today's Army". 
We have seen a lot of 10-12 year men get out 
because they wouldn't have their families 
around the situations that exist at bases 
today. 

I can confirm your belief that the Military 
ts greatly out of shape and would be slaught
ered just like the Divisions sent against 
North Korea at the beginning of the war. 
It scares the life out of me that my husband 
would have to lead and depend on the men 
in his company. They would be worthless. 

I hate the idea of the Draft. I won't let 
my daughter go, I wlll personally take her to 
Canada first and unless the Army changes 
drastically my son wm not go either. 

The Military use to put homosexuals of 
both sexes out of the service as undesirable. 
They no longer do this. I will not have my 
children forced to be exposed to things they 
and not old enough to handle or worldly 
enough to be able to know what they are 
getting exposed to. 

My children are being raised as middle 
class, well educated children. You cannot say 
the Army is composed of middle class, well 
educated people. It's more like lower class 
1llitera.te. Jf given the free choice now even at 
their age they would not choose to live in 
Watts over the suburban neighhorhood we 
live in and for which I work to keep us ln. 

As much as I hate it, Draft is probably the 
only solution but things must change when 
the Draft resumes. Homosexuals must not 
be forced together With our children. The 
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Army's attitude about alcohol must take a 
360• turn and a campaign to discourage 
drinking taken up. Stress on physical and 
mental fitness must be the order of the day, 
not how many drinks it takes to put the Sgt. 
under the table and who is the Company 
Macho drinker. Pay has to improve. A Family 
cannot live on today's pay. You are asking 
people to voluntarily live on the poverty line, 
how can you in good conscience force them 
to live that way. A man feels a failure if he 
cannot give his wife and children the things 
they need. He then drinks and the family 
eventually breaks up. This is good for so
ciety? 

turism, unreadiness is an invitation to such 
adventurism. 

Combat service requires a minimum of six 
months' basic combat training; it requires 
a minimum of six months' hard physical 
preparation. We are not in the situation, as 
in World Wars I and II, where oceans pro
tected our ability to organize and train 
expeditionary forces, or, as in Vietnam, 
where circumstances permitted a gradual 
bulldup against a poorly equipped indige
nous force, essentially without airpower, 
tanks or naval support. 

The early days of the Korean War provide 
a much more pertinent lesson. There, the 
sudden attack of the North Koreans forced 
President Truman to commit troops into 

July 30, 1979 
A sense of obligation 

Fourth, if the draft is indeed inevitable, at 
a time when perhaps only one out of six 
is needed-4.3 m1llion young people turn 18 
each year and 700,000 are needed-would it 
not be fair to ask all young people to accept 
the concept of a. duty tC' the country? 

It is my feeling that today's youth are not 
opposed to national service, they may well 
oppose the u::;e of conscription to support un
declared wars such as Vietnam, but the 
young idealists who opposed Vietnam in 
1969 Wflre the same type of individuals who 
volunteered t('l serve in the Canadian Armed 
Forces in 1939, before the United States en
tered the war against Germany. 

Careful planning must go along with any 
resumption of the MUitary Draft. 

Sincerely, 
ELIZABETH MCCULLEY. 

[From the Akron Beacon Journal, 
June 25, 1979] 

combat who were neither physically in shape 
nor trained for the terrain and weather 
they encountered. 

COMPULSORY NATIONAL SERVICE: A CURE OR A 
CURSE? 

Four U.S. divisions, fat and comfortable 
from garrison duty in Japan, were originally 
no match for hard, tough North Korean 
soldiers. Many young U.S. soldiers were killed 
or captured as a direct result of their non
readiness. The crack First Marine Division 
was not ready for the weather conditions it 

IT'S VITAL WE BE PREPARED 

(By PAUL N. McCLOSKEY, JR.) 

The b111 for a National Youth Service Sys
tem is predicated on several basic premises. 

First, the all-volunteer force concept is too 
expensive. We cannot afford to increase our 
manpower share of the defense budget above 
the present 55 percent in order to attract 
more volunteers. To do so, again<>t the Soviet 
manpower percentage of only 23, would be 
to court disaster over the next two decades. 

Any additional manpower expeditures 
should be at the staff non-commissioned of
ficer levels and to attract re-enlistments, not 
new recruit. The key to this b1llis the reduc
tion of pay for junior enliste1 personnel 
with less than two years of service back to 
subsistence levels. 

Second, the all-volunteer force concept is 
not providing a combat ready army. The re
serve and National Guard forces are not 
combat-ready. No one. even in the Defense 
Department, denies this admitted failure of 
the all-volunteer force concept. 

In the event of a major war, the Selective 
Service System could not be reactivated 
quickly enough to deliver the additional 
650,000 personnel required. 

In December for the first time the Air 
Force was unable to meet its enlistment 
quotas with reasonably qualified applicants, 
a problem which has pla~ued the Army and 
Marine Corps for some time. For the last 
quarter of 1978, the percentage of qualified 
recruits for all of the four armed services 
dropped below established goals. The Air 
Force met only 95 percent of its quota, the 
Army 93 percent, the Marines 85 percent and 
the Navy 85 percent. 

The Army has just asked for standby rein
stitution of the Selective Service System, 
and a recent General Accounting omce re
port recommends this action as well. 

These problems threaten our constitu
tional responsibility for the national de
fense. We are sorely in need of a system of 
m1Utary recruitment that can provide essen
tial manpower. At the same time. we are 
faUlng to utilize a vast reservoir of the na
tion's youth to meet social, economic and 
environmental needs. 

Combat readiness in 1979 means the 
readiness to go into combat on 24 hours' 
notice. It requires the physical fitness to 
run 10 miles at a stretch, training in the 
desert and jungles in the summer, and in 

encountered at the Chosen Reservoir. 
I was one of the first reserve omcers to 

finally reach the battlefront, seven months 
after the initial attack, when we finally 
began to turn the tide. It was the reserves 
who turned the tide, but I stress again that 
it took six months at the very least to pre
pare those reserves to have even a minimum 
chance of survival. 

To be combat ready, the training must 
come very close to combat conditions. It 
must sometimes be even more arduous than 
combat. 

It is this disparity between the pleasures 
of present civilian life and the nature of 
combat training which should convince all 
of us that we are not going to get enough 
reasonable young men and women to volun
teer to be combat ready. 

Congress' responsibility 
A combat ready army is perhaps the first 

,.esponsib111ty of the Congress. We should 
never forget that the primary purpose be
hind our own Constitution was to give the 
power to the Congress to raise an army and 
provide for a navy. 

We were not at war in 1787 when the Con
stitutional Convention convened, but it was 
clear that the independence earned in eight 
years of war against Great Britain was about 
to be lost unless the Congress was given 
power to protect the national security, a 
power lacking 1:nder the original Articles 
of Confederation. And that power was not 
one to be entrusted to the executive branch. 

I trust the Defense Department's current 
statements that "the all-volunteer Army is 
working" about as much as I trusted their 
seven years of statexnents that we were "win
ning" in Vietnam. 

Third, if for the above reasons a draft of 
U.S. citizens is inevitable, it is best that the 
armed forces of the United States represent 
a cross-section of the nation, from every 
walk of life and from every economic and 
intelligence level. 

One of the tragedies of Vietnam was the 
heavy burden placed on minorities as a re
sult of the congres!'ionally imposed exemp
tion for college students. With perhaps 21 
percent of the U.S. population either black 
or Mexican-American, some 44 percent of 
the combat casualties were borne by those 
two minorities. 

Duty, honor, country and a sense of ob
ligation to serve the nation and mankind are 
very much a part of th~ ethic of today's 
youth. 

Providing 700,000 men and women for the 
regular forces and a similar number for the 
reserves (may require) only one out of three 
young Americans for this national neces
sity. But this also mvolves a division of bur
den. 

The active combat forces require at least 
two years of service. The ready reserve can 
wen do with six months of full-time service 
and 5~ years of active reserve duty. 

Why not also recognil"e a sense of duty 
for national service for everyone? 

It is on this premise that a spirit of ideal
istic service has always craracterized the 
best of our young people that the national 
youth servi(:e concept is based. 
LIBERTY WOULD BE THE LOSER IF CONSCRIPTION 

FORCES WIN 

(By JOHN F. SEIBERLING) 

Compulsory inductions into the armed 
forces of the United States ended in Decem
ber 1972. Six months later, with certain ex
ceptions, the authority of the President to 
orde1· inductions also expired. 

Yet today, less than six years after the end 
of the draft. and with our nat!on at peace, we 
are once again hearing a rising chorus of calls 
for a resumption of compulsory mmtary 
service. 

I was recently asked if I thoug-ht a consen
sus exists in Congress for a return to the 
draft. In my opinion, such a consensus does 
not exist, but a few members of the House 
and Senate are doing their ber;t to create one. 

The current debate on the draft revolves 
a.round three issues: compulsory registration 
of young men (and, perhaps, of young 
women) with the Selective Service System; 
the draft itself; and so-called "universal na
tional service." 

The House Armed Services Committee re
cently approved an amendment to the an
nual Defense Deoartment authorization b111 
(HR 4040) which, if enacted, will require all 
males turning 18 on or after Jan. 1, 1981, to 
register beginning in 1981. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee has 
held hearinq.s on whether to follow the same 
approach. Thur; the first step has been taken 
in a campaiJ?n to revive the draft. 

Let's take a look at some of the claims used 
to support proposals for registration, the 
draft and universal service, and the facts 
which, in my view, clearly refute them. 

Registration 

arctic areas In the winter. How many reason
able young men and women today are going 
to volunteer to be combat-ready given the 
pursuit-of-hapoiness options otherwise 
ava.Uable on all sides? 

The whole purpose of the armed services 
or the next 20 years is hopefully not to fight, 
but to constantly be ready to fight. Combat 
readiness is a deterrent to foreign adven-

The same would be true today, since the 
Armv's combat units contain an even more 
disproportionate s't'are or minorities than 
they did during the Vietnam War. Recent re
cruiting scandals give credence to the sug
gestion that the poor and the poorly edu
cated are much more subject to the blan
dishments of a recruiting team than are the 
white, well-educated and well-to-do. 

Besides requiring registration of all IS
year-old males. the committee's amendment 
would require the President to orepare a plan 
for reforming the Selective Service System, 
including such issues as drafting women and 
whether to register peonle in person or by 
cullin~ names from school records, driver 
registration and other sources, after waiving 
apolic»tion or the Privacy Act. 

All registered persons would be required to 
notify the Selective Service whenever they 
chani?e addre"s, p1an to leave the country or, 
in some cases, change jobs. It is unclear 
when. if ever, these reporting requirements 
would cease. 
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Historically, amendments or extensions of 

draft laws have been brought up as separate 
legislation-never before as part of a defense 
authorization. Certainly, an issue of such 
far-reaching implications should be handled 
separately. 

::r.et, aHer only limited hearings, the com
mittee casually tacked the registration 
amendment on to the regular annual Depart
ment of Defense authorization bill. 

What justification is offered !or this un
precedented handling of such an unfair ap
proach to a serious invasion of the privacy 
of a. future generation of young Americans? 

Supporters of peacetime draft registration 
claim that the Selective Service is incapable 
of meeting the Defense Department emer
gency manpower mobilization 1 imetable, rais-
ing doubts that draftees could be delivered 
quickly enough in the event of a. nonnuclear 
war (presumably in western Europe). 

Yet the Selective Service Sy.3tem has said 
repeatedly that it can develop the ca.pab111ty 
to meet the mobi11zation timetable. 

Acting Director Robert Shuck recently said 
his agency "is firmly convinced that we can 
develop and demonstrate a capab111ty to 
register and deliver inductees within 30 
days," without peacetime registration. 

The Congressional Budget Omce, in a No
vember 1978 report, concluded that the Se
lective Service, with a small increase in funds 
and without peacet.ime registration is capable 
of dellvering the first inductee in 25 d;tys
five days ahead of the Pentagon's requested 
schedule. That brings us to the draft itself
the ultimate purpose of registration. 

The draft 
Supporters of the draft say the all-volun

teer force isn't working-that it has !ailed to 
provide sumcient numbers of capable, intel
ligent men and women to meet the needs of 
a peacetime defense. 

I find it strange indeed that some members 
of Congress argue that the volunteer force 
isn't working in the face of a comprehensive 
Defense Department report ("America's Vol
unteers," Dec. 31, 1978) which conclPdes that 
the volunteer force "has provided the mili
tary services with a full-strength active force 
of a quallty equal to or superior to that 
achieved under the draft." 

The same report goes on to say that, since 
the end of the draft, the active forces have 
remained within 1.5 percent of their con
gressionally authorized levels (in fact, by 
the end of last year they actually exceeded 
their planned manpow~r levels). 

It further states that the quality of those 
serving on active duty has "not declined as 
popularly believed but has markedly and 
steadlly improved since the end of the draft"; 
that retention of enlisted personnel has in
creased and is well above pre-Vietnam levels; 
and that disciplinary problems have de
clined. The Defense Department itself op
poses a return to the draft, concluding that 
tho "draft is not necessary." 

Draft advocates also charge that we are 
!acing a crucial shortage of personnel in the 
reserve force. They argue that a limited draft 
o! 200,000 young people each year would solve 
the manpower problems in the reserves. The 
Defense Department estimates that the cost 
of such a limited draft would be $785 million 
a year (or $3 ,925 for each person inducted). 

One would think it would be less costly to 
provide more incentives to encourage volun
teers for the reserves. 

A recently released report from the Gen
eral Accounting omce concludes that "nearly 
25 percent of the Army's deployable reserve 
has no assigned miss:ons during the first six 
months following mobil1zation." 

The report suggests that maintaining "un
necessary and unsupportable units in the 
reserves . . . is a misapplication of scarce re
sources and a burden to the management 
structure." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The Defense Department says that a "draft 
focused solely on the selected reserve or the 
Indi.Tidual Ready Reserve" would involve 
practical dimcultles. A selected reserve draft 
... could undermine community support fo!· 
the resenes. An IRR draft would require that 
personnel with as little as 12 weeks of train
ing be available for combat duty within 30 
days of mobUizat:on for a period of six years 
following this training. 

"It is unclear whether such individuals 
could achie ve and ret ain the neces~ary skills 
and physical conditioning with so little train
ing., 

The Defense Department concludes that 
"program changes being tested and imple
mented for the reserves . . . should be given 
a chance to work." 

Since the evidence suggests that a Umited 
draft would do little to solve the alleged 
problems of the reserves, it seems to me that 
we should at least give the Defense Depart
ment a chance to find more desirable alter
natives. 

Universal service 
Promoters of so-called "universal national 

service" claim that by requiring every young 
man and woman to perform some type of 
national service the inherently discrimina
tory aspects of the draft w111 b~ eliminated. 
Moreover, they claim that universal service 
proposals are voluntary Jn the sense that 
they offer a number of choices, thus elimi
nating the coercive elements of the draft. 

Under universal service, as exempllfied by 
two b1Ils introduced in the House, every 
young man and woman (except conscien
tious objectors) would be required to register 
with a National Service Board, to choose 
either civilian or military service (or partici
pate in a lottery like that near the end of 
the Vietnam War), and be required to serve 
for from one to two years. The alternative, 
should one decline to register, would be up 
to two years in jail. 

If there is doubt about the constitutional
ity of a peacetime military draft, there can 
be little doubt that a non-military draft in 
peacetime is unconstitutional-involuntary 
servitude, pure and simple, with no national 
defense need to peg it on. 

Cost estimates of universal service range 
from $12 billion to $23 billion, according to 
the Department of Defense. A huge new bu
reaucracy would have to be created to assign 
all the "draftees" to their chosen jobs and 
malre sure they !>erformed them. At e. time 
when Congress is subjecting every federal 
program to intense fiscal scrutiny, and cut
ting back even basic human services, pro
motion of universal national service is 
either unrealistic or unconscionable--or 
both. 

The debate on Selective Service registra
tion, the draft, and universal service will 
probably continue for some time. Those in
volved would do well to refiect on the words 
of the 13th Amendment to the Constitution: 
"Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude. 
except as punishment for a crime whereof 
the party s~all have been duly convicted. 
shall exist within the United States, or any 
placo sub1ect to t heir jurisdiction." 

This Pneq_uivoC'al prohilJ!.tion can be over
ridden only by the Imperatives of national 
survival-when nothing short of compulsory 
ser-rtc~ will Sl'.mce. 

Yet the mlllhry hasn't even begun to dem
onstrate that lts actual or anticipated man
power problems cannot be solved with better 
personnel management, more energetic re
cruiting, more women recruits, higher en
listment bonuses. and improvement of other 
benefits. On the contrary. the available facts 
show that registration and the draft are not 
necesc:ary at this time. 

This is not a partisan issue or a question 
of wl:ether you favor or oppose increases in 
the defense budget. 

The matter was well put by Congre~sman 
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Ron Paul, a very conseravtlve Republican 
from Texas. when he said: 

"In today's world, ~e don't need an armed 
force of green kids to defend our country. 
Not to mention the cost inemciency of spend
iiltj billions to train one-uit..:h soldiers ... 
using an authoritarian method such as the 
draft deme.:l.ns our armed forces and our 
Consatution. lt is a sign of military and 
societal weakness, not strength." 

'lhe ultimate in government intervention 
in people's lives is the draft, whether for 
military or civilian purposes. To accept a 
peacetime draft or registration is to accept 
the permanent regimentation of America's 
youth. 

It strikes at the very heart of the American 
concept of personal liberty and a free way 
of Hie. The only ;ustification for either reg
istration or the draft is a clear necessity from 
the standpoint of national defense. 

The burden of establishing the necessity 
should always be on those who would impose 
such a drastic curtaUment of individual Ub
erty. Its advocates have failed to meet that 
burden.e 

AlRBAGS AND OPINION POLLS 

HON. LIONEL VAN DEERLIN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

e Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
chaired the Subcommittee on Consumer 
Protection and Finance during the 94th 
Congress. 

I became convinced, during the course 
of exhaustive hearings, that airbags in 
all automobiles would significantly re
duce the carnage on our highways. This 
slaughter is a national disgrace and, for 
many families, a great personal tragedy. 

However, I felt there might be reluc
tance on the part of motorists to passive 
restraint systems. But public attitudes 
have matured. Five separate polls, the 
results of which follow, show that the 
public wants better crash protection. 

A great number of well-respected 
groups also support airbags, and I have 
also included a list of the National Com
mittee for Automotive Crash Protection. 
These groups will oppose the Dingell 
anti-airbag amendment. 

Since I think action on auto safety is 
long overdue, I will oppose the amend
ment as well. 

The material follows: 
PuBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD AUTOMATIC CRASH 

PROTECTION SYSTEMS 

ABC NEWS-HARRIS SURVEY 

January 1979-"Despite the public's reluc
tance toward more government spending, 
there are some federal programs, mainly 
those concerning health and safety, in which 
Americans would like to see the government 
make a more vigorous effort. These include 
programs dealing with auto safety." Some 
86 percent of those surveyed felt that the 
federal government is "moving too slow" or 
at " just the right pace" in efforts to make 
automobiles more safe. More than half (51 
percent) said the federal government is mov
ing "too slow," while 35 percent said the 
pace is "just right." 

PETER D. HART RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 

May 1978---(for the U.S. Department of 
Transportation)-58 percent favor the au
t om!l.tic protection standard. Of those sur
veyed, 35 percent would choose an air bag 
at $350 extra. while 37 percent would choose 
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an automatic belt even 1! there were no 
price difference. The public rates air bags 
a.bo;re automatic or active belt systems !or 
their safety protection, comfort, ease of use 
and appearance. 

HARRIS AND ASSOCIATES 

March 1978-(for Amtrak)-By 83 percent, 
auto safety is the most important improve
ment needed in the U.S. transportation sys
tems (simlla.r results were obtained in the 
Hart survey). For trips over 100 miles, 56 
percent of those polled sa.ld they would 
choose the auto. Sixty-three percent said the 
government should spend more money to 
improve auto safety. 

THE GALL UP POLL 

July 1977-Although most drivers !all to 
use their seat belts-and overwhelmingly op
pose laws that would fine a. person !or fall
ing to do so-they nevertheless vote in favor 
of automatic protection in cars in the form 
of air bags. Some 46 percent of those sur
veyed favored requiring automa.kers to in
stall air bags in cars. The standard allows 
for automa.tic belts as well as air bags, but 
this issue was not raised in the survey. 

YANKELOVICH SURVEY 

September 1976-(for Motor Vehicle Manu
facturers Associatlon)--Qf the 62 percent 
who knew what an air bag is, 35 percent said 
they would pay $100 or more for one. Of 
that 62 percent group, 76 percent ~:a.ld they 
perceived at least one or more benefits from 
a.1r bags. 

NATIONAL COMMI'M'EE FOR AUTOMOBILE 
CRASH PROTECTION 
LIST 01' MEMBERS 

Allstate Insurance Companies. 
American Academy of Pediatrics. 
American Association of Physical Medicine 

and Rehab111tation. 
American Coalition of Citizens with Dis

ablllties. 
American Congress of Rehab111tation Medi-

cine. 
American Family Insurance Group. 
American Insurance Association. 
American Nurses Association, Division on 

Medical Surgical Practice. 
American Public Health Association. 
American Trauma. Society. 
Amlca. Mutual Insurl\nce Company. 
Association of Massachusetts Consumers. 
The Atlantic Companies. 
Automobile Club of Missouri. 
Automobile Owners Action CouncU. 
Susan P. Baker, Associate Professor, Johns 

Hopkins School of Hygiene and Public 
Health. 

Cal Farm Life Insurance Company. 
Center for Auto Safety. 
Center for Concerned Engineering. 
Center for Independent Living. 
Chubb & Son, Inc. 
Colonial Penn Insurance Company. 
Commercial Union Assurance Companies. 
Congress Watc:':l. 
Craig Hospital, Denver, Colorado. 
Crum & Forster Insurance Companies. 
Disa.billty Rights Center. 
Employers Insurance of Wausau. 
Epilepsy Foundation of America. 
Farmers Insurance Exchange. 
Government Employees Insurance Com-

pany. 
Harleysvllle Insurance. 
The Hartford Insurance Group. 
International Association of Chiefs of 

Pollee. 
League Insurance Group. 
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company. 

Se~~~!~nd Institute tor Emergency Medical 

Mid-Atlantic Emergency Medical Services 
Council. 
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Ralph Nader, Attorney. 
National Association of Emergency Medi

cal Technicians. 
National Association of Independent In

surers. 
National Association of Mutual Insurance 

Companies. 
National Association of Professional In-

surance Agents. 
National Consumers League. 
National Safety Council. 
National Spinal Cord Injury Foundation. 
Nationwide Insurance Company. 
Norte Vista Medical Center., Hobbs, New 

Mexico. 
Ohio Farmers Insurance Company. 
Physicians for Auto Safety. 
Physicians National Housestaff Associa

tion. 
Prudential Insurance Company of America. 
Prudential Property & Casualty Insurance 

Company. 
Safeco Insurance Company of America. 
Saint PaUl F·ire & Marine Insurance Com-

pany. 
State Farm Insurance Companies. 
S. Lynn Sutcliffe, Attorney. 
Travelers Insurance Companies. 
United Automobile, Aerospace, and Agri

cultural Implement Workers of America 
(UAW). 

United Services Automobile Association. 
Wisconsin Consumers League.e 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, agreed 

to by the Senate on February 4, 1977, 
calls for establishment of a system for 
a computerized schedule of all meetings 
and hearings of Senate committees, sub
committees, joint committees. and com
mittees of conferenee. This title requires 
all such committees to notify the Office 
of the Senate Daily Digest-designated 
by the Rules Committee-of the time, 
place, and purpose of all meetings, when 
scheduled, and any cancellations or 
changes in the meetings as they occur. 

As an interim procedure until the com
puterization of this information becomes 
operational, the Office of the Senate 
Daily Digest will prepa·re this infonna
tion for printing in the Extensions of 
Remarks section of the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcORD on Monday and Wednesday of 
each week. 

Any changes in committee scheduling 
will be indicated by placement of an 
asterisk to the left of the name of the 
unit conducting such meetings. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, July 
31, 1979, may be found in the Daily Digest 
of today's RECORD. 

9:00 a.m. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
AUGUST 1 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 930, to restrict 

free Federal employee pRrking. 

9:30a.m. 
3302 Dirksen Building 

Environment and PubUc Works 
Business meeting on pending committee 

business. 
4200 Dirksen Bullding 

Labor and Human Resources 
BusineEs meeting, to resume considera

tion of S . 446, to provide legal p rotec
tion to the employment rights of 
handicapped citizens. .1 

4232 Dirksen Bullding 

July 30, 19'(9 
•Labor and Human Resources 
Heal~h and Scientific Research Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 568, to promote 

the advancement of women in scien
tific, professional, and technical ca
reers. 

10:00 a.m. 
2228 Dirksen Building 

Armed Services 
To continue hearings on the mllltary 

implications of the SALT II Treaty. 
318 Russell Building 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting, to continue markup 

of S. 524, 581, 730, 932 (as passed the 
House), 1377, and 1409, all of which 
provide for the development, produc
tion, and financial assistance of en
ergy resources progratns. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Budget 

Business meeting, to continue markup 
of the second concurrent resolution on 
the Congressional budget for fiscal 
year 1980. 

6202 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting on pending calendar 
business. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To resume consideration of proposed In
ternal Revenue Service procedures on 
tax-exempt schools, pertaining to the 
deduction of certain charitable con
tributions and IRS collection pro
cedures. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

To continue hearings, in closed session, 
on the SALT II Treaty. 

S-116, Capitol 
Joint Economic 

To bold hearings to examine the pro
posal to establish a regulatory budget 
relating to the need for a cost effec
tiveness requirement for major gov
ernment regUlations. 

1202 Dirksen Building 
11:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

Business meeting, to consider S. 10, au
thorizing the Department of Justice to 
lnitiate suit to enforce constitutional 
rights to institutionalized persons. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Conferees 
On s. 237, to clarify and expand jurisdic

tion of U.S. magistrates and improve 
access to the Federal courts. 

8-207, Capitol 
2:30p.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To continue bearings on S. 930, to re

strict free Federal employee parking. 
3302 Dirksen Building 

3:00p.m. 
Governmental Affairs 
Oversight of Government Management 

Subcommittee 
To resume oversight hearings on the 

management and implemenhtion of 
hazardous waste programs under the 
Resource, Conservation, and Recovery 
Act, 1976. 

1224: Dirksen Building 
Select on Ethics 

To hold an open and closed business 
meeting. 

EF-100, Capitol 
4:00p.m. 

Conferees 
On S. 544, to .revise and extend, through 

fiscal year 1982, programs adminis
tered under the Public Health Service 
Act. 

H-139, Capitol 
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AUGUST 2 
8:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1518, to allow 

for the disclosure of certain informa
tion by the Veterans' Administration 
to consumer reporting agencies in 
order to make assessments in cases of 
outstanding debts. 

457 Russell Building 
9:00a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To continue hearings on the SALT II 

Treaty. 
318 Russell Bulldlng 

9:30a.m. 
Select on Small Business 

To hold hearings on small business and 
innovation. 

424 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting, to continue markup 

of S. 524, 581, 730, 932 (as passed the 
House) , 1377, and 1409, all of which 
provide for the development, produc
tion, and financial assistance of en
ergy resources programs. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Budget 

Business meeting, to continue markup 
of the second concurrent resolution 
on the congressional budget for fiscal 
year 1980. 

6202 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting on pending calendar 
business. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Civil Service and General Services Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 1340, to provide 

for closer comparab111ty between Fed
eral and non-Federal employee com
pensation relating to the President's 
proposed program to reform the Civil 
Service System. 

3302 Dirksen Building 

Select on Indian Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on the ac

tivities of the Indian Health Service, 
Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

5110 Dirksen Building 

Joint Economic 
International Economics Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the scope 
of U.S . export policy. 

8-207, Capitol 
10:30 a.m. 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the policy 

and intent of a statutory charter 
which defines the investigative author
ity and responsib1Uties in matters 
under the jurisdiction of the FBI. 

2228 Dirksen Building 

2:30p.m. 
Conferees 

On H.R. 3875, to amend and extend 
through fiscal year 1980 certain Fed
deral laws relating to housing, com
munity and neighborhood develop
ment and preservation programs. 

H-137, Capitol 
AUGUST3 

10:00a.m. 
Budget 

Business meeting, to continue markup 
of the second concurrent resolution 
on the congressional budget for fiscal 
year 1980. 

6202 Dirksen Building 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Judiciary 
To resume hearings on S. 1246, to protect 

against the growth of a monopoly 
power among major petroleum com
panies, and to encourage oil companies 
to invest profits back into oil explora
tion, research, and development. 

2223 Dirksen Building 
Select on Indian Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 751, to 
provide for the relocation and reset
tlement of the Navajo and Hopi Indi
ans. 

357 Russell Building 
Joint Economic 

To hold hearings on the employment
unemployment situation for July. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
SEPTEMBER 6 

9:30a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Health and Scientific Research Subcom

mittee 
To resume hearings on S. 568, to promote 

the adva.ncement of women in scien
tific, professional, and technical ca
reers. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

SEPTEMBER 10 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1581 and 1582, 
b111s authcrlzing funds through fiscal 
year 1990 for airport de velopment aid 
programs under the Airport Airway 
Act, 1970. 

235 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 11 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1581 and 
1582, bills authorizing funds through 
fiscal year 1990 for airport development 
aid programs under the Airport Airway 
Act, 1970. 

235 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 12 

9:00a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 759, to provide for 
the right of the United States to re
cover the costs of hospital nursing 
home or outpatient medical care fur
nished by the Veterans' Administra
tion to veterans for non-service-con
nected disabllltles to the extent that 
they h9.ve health insurance or similar 
contracts. 

457 Russell Building 

9:30a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1581 and 1582 , 
bllls authorizing funds through fiscal 
year 1990 for airport development aid 
programs under the Airport Airway 
Act, 1979. 

235 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 13 
9 :30 a .m . 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1581 and 
1582, bills authorizing funds through 

21393 
fiscal year 1990 for airport develop
ment aid programs under the Airport 
Airway Act, 1970. 

235 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 18 
9:30 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To hold hearings on S. 1486, to exempt 

family farms and nonhazardous small 
businesses from the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10 :00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Merchant Marine and Tourism Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1460, 1462, and 

1463, bllls to fac111ta.te and streamline 
the implementation of the regulatory 
part of U.S. maritime policy. 

9:30a.m. 

~35 Russell Building 
SEPTEMBER 19 

Labor and Human Resources 
To continue hearings on S. 1486, to 

exempt family farms and nonhazard
ous small businesses from the Occu
pational Safety and Health Act of 
1970. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 1523 and H.R. 
4015, bills to provide the capablllty of 
maintaining health care and medical 
services for the elderly under the Vet
erans• Administration. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a .m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Merchant Marine and Tourism Subcom

mitteo 
To continue hearings on S. 1460, 1462, 

and 1463, bills to fac1litate and stream
line the implementation of the regu
latory part of U.S. maritime policy. 

235 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 20 
10:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Merchant Marine and Tourism Subcom

mittee 
To continue hearings on S. 1460, 1462, 

and 1463, bllls to facilitate and stream
line the im?lementation of the regula
tory part of U.S. maritime policy. 

235 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 25 

11:00 a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

To reeume hearings on fiscal year 1980 
legislative recommendations for veter
ans' programs. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
OCTOBER 1 

9 :30a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Handicapped Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 
(P.L. 94--142). 

4232 Dirksen Building 
OCTOBER 3 

9:30a.m . 
Labor and Human Resources 
Handicapped Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Education for All 
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Hand.l.capped Chlld.ren Act of 1975 
(P.L. 94-142). 

9:30a.m. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
OCTOBER 10 

Labor and Human Resources · 
Handicapped Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 
(P.L. 94-142). 

4232 Dirksen BUilding 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

10:00 a.m. 

CANCELLATIONS 
AUGUST 1 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1300, proposed 
International Air Transportation Com
petition Act. 

Governmental Affairs 
235 Russell Building 

To continue joint oversight hearings 
with the Subcommittee on Energy, 

July 3C, 1979 
Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal 
Services, on the activities of the De
partment of Energy. 

1o:o<r a.m.. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
AUGUST 2 

Commerce, Science, and Transpor tion 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1300, pro
posed International Air Transporta
tion Competition Act. 

235 Russell Building 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-08T07:02:47-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




